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PREFACE

*
-

In one sense, work on the present report began years ago when

one of the authors (Everett Rogers) was employed as a state Exten-

N -

sion specialist, a researcher -in an Agricultural Experiment Sta—

tion, and an administrator in a state Agricu’tural Extension Ser-

S — S U

vice. Rogers early research (in ‘the- 1950 s and early 1960's)

centered on the_diffusicn of agricultural innovations to farmers

inr Iowa and Ohio, and especially on the role of Extené&dﬁ’gervice

personnei in this process. The present .report reflects this clo%e

~

personal acquaintance with the agricultural extension model.

13

Two agencies in the U.S. Department of Health, Education and

‘Welfare (DHEW) initiated pilot. projects in-the late 1960's and

' P

early 1970's in which they tried out an adaptation of the agricul;‘
tural extension model. 'One agency is the Social and Rehatbilitation

Service (SRS), which in 1969 launched a piiot.project in_nhich nine

e

research utilization specialisis were employed to assist SRS of-

ficials in putting research-based innovations into practice. A

sister DHEﬁ’agency, the U.S. Office of Education (OE), launched a -

e

parallel pilot program of educational extension agents in 1970.

Dr. Rogers was a consultant to both the SRS and O0E pilot pxojects

as théy attempted to adapt the agricultuial extension model and

extend it into these new applications.
During the samwe period J.D, Eveland @és a program analyst

with the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, and was

e,

extensively involved in the prohlems of relating federally sponsored

- \)

,,,,,,,,,,

N -




research activities to federal program operations. He worked for

a "year in the U.S. Office of Education, and was.involved in a task

force studyhcohducted by the Office of the Seérétary on several

aspects of the SRS. His observations derived from his federal ex-

-

perience, and from the experiences of his colleagues in both OE and

-~

: , 7 o o
SRS, help forwm the basis of our interpretation .of the,two HEW case

analyses. A

\\ Fortunately, both agencies' .pilot efforts in extending. the
. % N . . . e

.agricultural extension model were subjected to thorough evaluation,

°4-

< . - . - .
and the _reports from these evaluation researches are drawn upon in

the present report as a guide to formulating our conclusions.

<Q

Two other main efforts to extend the agricultural extension

model that are analyzed in this rebort,,occurred in the less de-

N

beloped countries of Latin America, Africa, and Asia. Cne wasgthe

4

attempt to create agricultural extension services in these countries

— - . N

to reach peasant farmers with technological innovatibns in agricul-

.~ A -

ture. Another. effort, aimed at a sihilar audierce, is represented

. *\by natiohal family planning programs.. Both approaches have~been-
analyzed in vat;ous research’studies by Everett'Rogers and his
colleagues over the past decade in about a dozen countries.

° " In a_ 1atter section of this report we discuss the applicabil—
?f ity of the agricultural extension model to the case of private .
manufacturing firms. Here, Dr. Alden Bean has the most relevaht
experience, stemhing ftom his many years- of industrial marketing~
-work, his subsequent research at Northwestern'University'on’in—

dustrial innovation, and his current position in the Division of

:; Policy Research and Analysis of the National Science Foundation,




where he madéges a program of research on*technoIogIQal innovation

processes. A variety of federal government-sponsored efforts have

- >

been. initiated in past years to apply the agricultural extension

4 »

model to diffuse technological innovations to ptrivate manufac-

turing firms in the United States. We review ceveral of téese

.

progfams, and seek to draw conclusions about the applicability of

~

the agricultural extension model in the industrial context:

s

Stanford . EMR
;;J -~ Ann Arbor ' . . “ JDE
- Washington, D.C. - ' ‘ASB
;; - September, ‘1976 _ . . - ®
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EXTENDING THE AGRICULTURAL‘EKTENSION MODEL

o by .

~

&
. Everett M. Rogers, J.D. Eveland, and Alden S. Bean#*~
INTRODUCTION

. o . o ’ o - . -
The purposes of this report are (1) to describe the main_f.
. : 4

elements of the U.S. agricultural extension model, and ite ei-

fécts on the agricultural revolution: (2) to analyze attem**s ( ‘f%%’—i
to extend this model to non-agricultural technglo"y and/or to

) 1ess deve}oped countries, and (32 to draw general conclusiohsl ;
abouvt the diffusion of technological “innovations, Qith implica-

- tions for researéh ;ﬁd‘actionz
A The U.S. égricultural extensioquddelris uﬁdoubtedly the
most widei;-recognized sysgem for thé diffusion of 1nnovati§n§
in the world. Norogher federal/state agency claims to be rela-
tively more successfui iﬁ transﬁgrfing fecﬁnology. The égriéui-
‘tural extension services of the U.S. are reputed to have been
spectacularly successful in diffusing agricultural research re-
sults to farmers, and in thus raising their levels of agricul-

*

“tural productivit}. Later in this report, we éuestion whether

-
’

this reputation for success is completé1§ dé&erved.
The Commitfee on Intergovernumental Science Relations, estab-
lished by the Federal Council for Science and Technology to ex-

plore the interaction of federal, state, and local government

*Professor, Inst.cute for Communication Research, Stanford
University; ‘Research Associate in the Program in Mass Communi-
cation Résearch, University of Michigan; and‘Senior Policy Ana-
lyst, Division of Policy Research and Analysis, National Science X
Foundation; respectively, ) -




rese€arch and development policies‘ang programs, concluded in ‘its

report, Public Technology: A Tool for Solving National Problems

(1972), thac: Ll
It is instrucftive to look at one example of a federal tech-
nology transfer program in a specific field that has a proven
record of achievement, state and local involvement, and po-.
litical durability: The Agriculture Department's Extension
Service, Cooperative State, and Land-Grant University System. -
In this system, the functions of identifying and disseminating

.~ and applying it [technology] in the field are well integrated.
- A key element in the success of the Extension Service, for
instance, is an effective 1océlr§edera1 feedback mechanism.
The dgents live in a community, know its people, and are di-
rectly concerned with its problems. They are effective com-
municators on problems requiring technical know-how. They
become aware of the concerns of the farmer, related business.
and community leaders, and thus can give meaningful direction
to new research or modification of existing techniques. A
two-way flow of information is thus an integral part of the

Department's operations.

=

In any event, the agriculgural extension ' model has had a’‘very
>§trong effect on the "classical diffusion model",* and vice versa.-
The most influential diffusion research study of ali time is un-
doubtedly_the Ryan and Gross (1945) investigafio%sof hybrid seed
corn among Iowa farmers. This researghMWus sponsored b;-the Towa

" Agricultural ﬁxperiment Station, a sister institqtién‘to the Io&a

_Agricultural Extension Service at iowa State Un&veréity, and the.
results of the hybrid corn study were directly put into use by the
Iowa Agricultﬁral Extension Service. So a mutually beneficial re-
lationship between agricultural diffusion résearcﬂer§ and agricul-
tural extension workers grew up during the 1940's and 1350's in_thé

U.5. By 1960, the intellectual picture of the -diffusion of innova-

tions that had emerged (Rogers, 1962) was very heavily influenced

*This claséical model is described‘by Rogers with Shoemaker
(1971) and Rogers (1973). -




_completed were in U.S. agriculture. By 1976, when diffusion.. -—~

'conneptually distinect’. The agricultural extension model was a set

- theoretically-oriented survey research scudies,

Hnon-agriculutral fields, as a means of diffusing research-based

by-the‘fact that tke majority of the 405 dZffusion studies then

" studies numbered about 3, 500 the relafive importance of agri-

cultural innovation studies had decreased considerably, but “the
U.S. agricultural extension model still had left an indelible_ N
stamp on academic conceptions of the diffusion~model.. Ji’

In this paper, we argue that the agricultural extension model

and the claesical diffusion mode}l, while hisﬂorically related are

7of assumptions, principles, and organizational srructures for dif—!:f

b ol
haag Y
ETA A

) i
fusing the results of agricultural r search to farm audiences in’.

the U.s. This "model" actually was based on the experience of an':‘rr

s « et

agepcy that diffused agricultural innovations, and that agency S,

program of activities (Figure l) - o . 7 . §¥

- In contrast, the classical diffusion mode]) evolved from so- '
~

[y

é¢ial science research, and dealt theoretically with how innova-

-

tions diffused over time within a social system The main ten-

-

ants of the classical diffusion model were not limited to farm Y, -

audiences, nor to agricultural innovations,. even though the early

diffusion research dealt. rataer coipcidentally, with such sys- - L=
tems and with this type of innovation. ) . ©s
'So the main difference is that the agricultural'extension ’

model evolved from a particularly successful change agency, while

the vlassical diffusion model derived from empirically-based,

The agricultural extension model .has been widely copied in
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informatlion to potential users. Many of the 43 -Federal technology-

transfer programs in existence today show such influence (Committee

. on Domestic Technology Transfer, 1975). Few of these'extensions

of.the agricultural- extension model, however, have been analyzed

in order to determine the,trahsferability of the agricultural

extension model. . - . . . -

™
3

In thié report, we shall focus especially on'five areas to
which the agricultural extension model has been extended by.na-
tional gdvernments. ’ _ . ' s

}. To the Social and Rehabilitation Service (SRS) in the U.S.

e 2. To the U.S. Office of Education (OE).
3. To agricul;hfal extension services in developing countries.

7

4. ,To family planning‘ofganizations in developiﬁgrcountries.

5. Torprivate industry -in the United States.

Before we- discuss such exteasions, ho&ever, it is important to

understand in detail, just‘what the agricultural extension model is

and what it has dome. ,, .

L3

THE- AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION MODEL '

R 4 .. : . b o
The Cooperative Extension Skrvice was created by Federal law.

Its purpose, as expressed in the creating 1egislatipn, is to .

*

f.‘.aid in diffusing among the,people of the United States useful

. H

and practical information...and to encourage the application of =~ . .

the same." 1In order to understand the climate into which agricul-
tural extension services were introduced, we review briefly the

patterns of U.S. agriculture'§§gera11y in the last 50 years, and

‘the changes in these patterns which many observers consider to be




. period of our present interest. The total popdlatipﬁ has approx-

.
-

CL : -6-

consequences of the.activities‘of the extension services.* The
quantitative data on which these observations are tased are‘sum-
‘arized in a series of 38 6harts~(see Appendix). Thesé data

uld be interpreted wiFh care; any data collected over a long
time series are subject to possible. error, to changes in the ~

methods of collection and definition of variables, and to lack

-

‘of comparability between different sources. The general trends

are probably valid, and are fpeqﬁenfly quite .striking. To sim-

plify interpretatioh, nost of the chartéd data cover the same

-

time period (1920 to 1970, at five-year intervals).

-

General Tfends in Rural Life

" The population of the U.S. has been increasing approximately
geoﬁet:icaliy,fal;hough at’'a varying:rate, during'ghekéo-year

A

- - . ' t ~
imately doubled, from 100 million to 200 million; howeye:, the

part of the population residing on farms has declined both ab-

solutely and relatively. From about 31 million,?or about 30 per-

cnet of the total population, the farm povulation has decreased

to about 10 millioun, or about five percent of the total U.S.. pop-

ulation. " The raée of this decline has been fairly linear (see

<

. fhert I), with the sharpest drop coming after 1950.

»

This decrease in the rural population has not resulted in a -

drop in total agricultural activity, but it has-shifted the focus

[N

of that activity. The Lofa} number of farms has declined sharply

£
<

*The state extension services, tdgether with the Extension
Service (called the Federal Extension Service until 1970) in the-
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), constitute the lCooperative
_Q}tension Serrice. ' . '

e
42
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from 19;0 te 1970, f;om over 6,000,000 to less thanc3 006-000
. (Chart II). This decline has affected all types of farming op-
'erations, with the sharpest decrease coming in the so- called
general".commercial farms (those producing a mixture of,pro-
ducts for the market rather than being primaril; devoted toka

single activity ‘such as corn, cattle, tobacco, etec.).- General

farms once made_up. about a quarter of the commercial farms (all

those producing over $2,500 worth of products’for the market

. each year), and now make up less than eight percent. The decline o

R in non- commerc1al (personal and subsistence) farms is also marked

One of the trends which agricultural analysts have noted

most strongly over this SO—year.period is the‘increasing dominance-
- AN * . N . N N B
of U.S. agriculture by the large-scale operations known as "agri—'

> -

businesses". These operations are sometimes divisions of primarily

“ non- agn;cultural corporationg, and sometimes are devoted to verri—

A\ » *

cal integration of the agriciltural sector itself (from growing to

processing, to selling- the product).* Data on agribusiness farm-

ing activities is not easy to accumulate, partly because of the
Ird

lack of a clearcut and widely—accepted definition of the concept .

3

itself and partly because of the traditional focus of agricultural

data sources (the USDA and the‘U.S. Census Buredu)«on the'individ~*‘

<

ual farm oper. ion, rather than on the ownership patcern. However,

some dimensions of the role of agribusiness in farming can be

-

ped

: *For certain purposes it is possible to distinguish betw..an
agribusiness farming +(that is, large-sized fa ns that are operated
like a business corporation) and non-farm agr susiuess (that isy

devoted to supplying farmers with agricultural inputs and/or mar-
keting farm products). - .




discerned. Chart III notes that despite the general decline in
the total number of farms, the number of "managed” oxr ' corporate

farms (categories not equal to agribusiness, but probably includ-

ing most siguificant agribusiness fa a operations) has remained

"= fairly steady. It is interesting to note that the number of agri-~

X

business farms remains relatively small; the "typical” U.S. farm’

is still an individual or family operation. Prohab1§ most '"cor-

,porate" farms are in fact family-owned operations which incorpor-

ate for tax purposes.
¥ - .
Over our period of interest, the total amount of land in .

Farms has increased: very slightly (Chart IV), reaching a peak in

l955 The total- acreage in managed faras has followed this . trend

it

generally However, as Chart VM§EQYS::Qhe average_managedwﬁarm i§

P

substantially larger than the average farm, and its,sizE‘has in-

' creased more rapidly. _The concentration of land in farms is a nat-

ural function of the decline in the number of operations coupled—
. \

with the maintenance of the same total acreage, the avermge farm in
B M ,"‘

1970 is nearly three times the -size of the avergge farm in 1920 g

£

The most striking featurepof‘agribusiness today is its rela-

tive dominance’of the economics of farmingL Managed or corporate

‘farm; tend to be yery capital—intensive (Chart VI),;with an aver-
age'valué<nearly six times that of the average.U.S. farm. This
’difference is partly accounted:for (1) by larger size, although

. as Chart'VII notes, the land is on a periacre'basis less valuable
than the average, and (2) by a greater investment in‘technology.

Although agribusiness,("managed“) farms are about 1.2 -percent of

® ‘ T
‘all farms and 8.8 percent of the acreage, they use.ll percent of




A

the tctal expeuses of investment. Despite their large share of

L

total farm acreage, they incur only 3.6 percent of the total crop

-
-

failures.
Agribusinesses 'do n~t dominate ali sectors of agriculture
equalltT——ln—%969«—corporate—farms produced one-third of the. cattle

30 percent of the turkeys, ‘24 percent of the vegetabies,. 22 percent

of the fruit and 21 percent of the chickens prodiced. Oa the

other hand, they produced 1es° than 3 percent of thé milk and dairy,::A“

products, pigs, corn, wheat, soybeans,”and tobacco. This selec-

tive concentratidn partia]ly exp ains rhe larger acreage of Lcor=

poratea operationsdegreaterhsize being associated with cattle ranch-

4. .
[y C . -

Y 2

ing in%particular.

" /

The ‘economic revenues Irom farming are q. ite unequally dis—

tributed. While corporate farms make up only 1.2 petcent of akl
Sy :
o“erations,ﬁthey account for 14.1 percentnof the total farm- prodn—

ucts sold.' While ouly 12,8 percent of all farms sell more than

»

$100,000 worth of products annualiy. 67.4‘perccnt of corporate

operations do so. .Many corporate operations are among the SO:OOO

-

~“large-scale" farms, ,elling more than $1,000,000 annually

Thnse operations account for only 3 percent of all commercial
farms, but have 19 percent of the land and 34 percent of~the sales

of farm products. Clear1V,'then, U.S. agriculture is increasingly

in the hands- of 1argerjop‘rations, among which the corporate "ag-

ribusiness operations have an extremely powerful positidn. The

highly unequal distribution of revenues from farming, together
with an increasing level of investment required to support fa%m-
ing operations, has created a2 number of social problems which we

shall consider later in this report. For now, it is-sufficient

13




?

to note the continuing trend over this period tovard greater con-. -

. centration of operations and the tendency for the larger and more-

- .

rewarding operations to be corporate rather than individua] ac- _

tivities?

One of the most striking features of U.S. agriculturelin.thisl____m

period (1920 to 1970) has been its marked increase in production

and productivity (Charts VIII, IX, X, XI, XII and XIII)-u There

Tare several possible ways of 1ooking at this trend The U. S. Ag-

e riculture Department s index of total agrjcultural productivity -

e M ¥ -~

(Chart VIII) illustrates the re’ ationship be:ween the value of

- - l’_‘_"‘

several different .classes of inputs (1abor‘ materials, capital

'5—;%;_ets ) combined and total market value of the outputs (cropQ live-
A '

stock, etC.). This index has risen substantiallj over the 50~

_Yyear period. When the index is decomposed into its components,—

kN

however, other patterns also becoie evident. Almost all of the

C e change in tne general index (output over input) can be accounted

-

for by the growth of the output function, or demand for products'
the input function has remained remarkably stable.;j Within the in-—ﬁ

. put function, however, there has been a drastic_g&arrangement of‘<‘~11

H .

7117; the compdnents. The 1abor component isabarely a third of its«

‘.

value in 1949, and the other components have increased in impor-

tance accordinglv. This relationship (Chart IX)lillustrates that .

the major shift ii'y

‘nature of the production functions in mod-‘

ern U.S. agriculture iz toward greater capital intensity.

~

The - increasing substitution of capital for labor in agri~

- .

cultu&e is illustrated by two additional indices.' The ;ndex of

farm output per man- hour (Chart x) illustrates the increasing




efficiency of the utilization of. workers' time, and is relatedy

partly as cause and partly as effect, tc the decline in farm pop-

.ulation ncted earlier., . The total number of persons both at home
"and abroad supplied with farm products has increased nearly five-
foldlin.the 50yearsu£r0m~1920~t6»lSJOf(Chant‘XIiwwéThisincrease
reflects demand, productiqn, and efficiency-changesitogether, and

is difficult to interpret directly in terms of any onée of them

alone. : . ¢

i3

The most eftective way to measure;agricultural,productivity
directly is in terms of the amounts of specific products produced

by a given quantity of land. As this yield goes up, we can say

unequivqcally that we are seeing increases in productiuity nhich

i z

cannotfbe attributed to demand factors. Two products which are

c0mmonly used for such indices are; corn and cotton. While the

-

yield for any particular year reflects specific factors (such as

i? weather) as well as the long- term trend the generzal trends are

clear in both cases.” Corn yields are nearly four times what they
were in the,l920's (and they had remained about the same since
such statistics were first‘cqllected in 1888, until l§§b) (Chart

XII)J 'Cottbn.production shows the same trend (Chart XIII). 1In

.
-~y

short, there -have been increases in both basic productivity and .

. in demand for agricultural products, which” when combined with

-
-

7

the increaSing substitution of mechanical tools for labor, ‘have

e R

S -

LR

'resulted in a vastly increased efficiency of production,
*JWhile the per capita income of the farm population has in-
crea::d\e arply, paralleling a general trend in the country

(Chart XIV), ¢ still cemains substantially lower than that of
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the non-farm population.* The gap between farm and non-farm pop-

ulations is somewhat smaller in 1970 than-~it was in the '1950's.

This trend;reflects in part the diminished number of people left

-

on farms: The farms which people leave are generally those pro-

ducing the smEllestﬁincomesruand the effect of this departure is

thus to change the shape of the farm income upward.**

Farming has benome an increasingly expensive proposition

e A e e s e

over the years (Chart Xv)-. While gross farm 1ncome has shown

enormous increases'since the recovery*from.the agricultural. de-/,

pression of the 1920's and 1930's, net income ‘has shown relatively

) little increase following the general readjustment after World

-

’War II . If these figures are converted to constant dollars - .il—f
¥ R R

(Chart XvIi), this faiIure to increase since 1945 becomes an absolute

decline in total net income (it should be noted that this income—isvrr
-0 H
ibeing distributed among an ever- decreasing number of farm oper-

atons which accounts for: the increases in per capita income) i The
increasing gap bétween ‘the two ‘curves reflects the enormows growth -

-

S of the total expenses of farming. The incraases in productivity

s <
A

7ﬁrand labor effeciency, clearly, have not ‘come cheaply.

kS

There .are few very striking trends in the relative impor-

tance of the various components of the expenses .(Chart XV)

,Mosticomponents have simply grown proportionately; the only

’

*These figures. dre personal income, and do not reflect in-
come to corporate owners, although corporate managers' personal
incgmes are included. | .

- W o3 i

**Specific income distribution figures are not available for
most of our time period, but the figurgs-for 1959-70 indicate that
thisiqs the general pattern. )

- -
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major component to have shrunk noticibly is the wages paid for

farm 1abor——which is to be expected from our previous examinatiow
of the’ labor component of productivity.
in feed costs and in depreciation, or capitial equipment LOStS.

—In general, thenrmthe-UTSa

farm- —s—i—t—u at ion—since*].-Q 2{)—( t«hai%

i
/]
|

The biggest increases-are|

-

~

-

is, during the majon period of agricultural extension work) has

. been chdaracterized by a decreasing farm population, the 1ncreas—

1

ing concentration of land into 1arger holdings, emergence of cor- .

porate agribusiness farming as a major economic factor in the

e

marketr a general decline in subsistence farming, rising income
- N

for~those 1eft on farms but even faster rising expenses, and a

considerable increase in agricultural , roduction and labor ef—

-~ - -

-~

ficiencz.

R - -
> ; R Y]

The caidses of these phenomena are multiple and interrelated—

.90

and almost impoﬁsible to untangle. They are related to changes in

the general economic and social structure of the country, as well

s as to factors operating in the agricultural sector alone. One

pattern frequently descrioed.is that of "technologicaL push";;a

series of technical improvements in seeds, machinery, pesticides,
etc., which~ increase the output of those who adopt them and make
uneconomic the farming of those who for one reason or another do

° i

not adopt. While thereare aiyazs_nemytechniques fort?§omingLUA

and ‘thus a constant technological pressure, after a certain point
< * -

all those whc afe inherently resistant to technical change are

?

likely to have been forced out of farming by'those to whom the

R

value of{fchange is self-evident. The nature of‘the competition

22 - .

|
1
L.
|
s
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thus has both psychological and socio-economic dimensions, with - ’*7

an increasing emphasis on the ability of farmers to pdy the cocts

of technology. Under this general explanation, both the increase

- -

in efficiency and output and the decrease in the number of farm- - ;::

operators can be attributed to. the,spread of agricultural technolhw*“icfc
- <

ogy . om
It is outside the scope of thls report to test the validity
of this technological -push hypothesis. The,present data do, howJ‘;‘

ever, indicate some trends which are coherent with the predictions

- ~ -

of - the hypothesis. We have noted that agribusiness farming in- -

{creasingly dominated the profitable end of the farm incOme scale,’:

-

and that such farms .appear to use a disproportionate sharefof the

‘technological advances in seed‘and chemicals. This‘trgpd}is iess,
\ “ -

observable in grain farming, where agribusiness farming is not -so.

L ‘heavily involved. We moted that expenses for seed and liveStOCR

and for capital equipment have ‘risen fastest among the various

'components of agricultural expenses' again, these are the areas in

which technical innovations have been,heavily promoted. Not all

' innovations are susceptible to adoption by all farmers‘ in—the

case of many innovations, a large-scale operation may be required l

in order to make adoption feasibiz Sorting out the contributions—:;

made by individual innovations to the total agricultural picture

o=

is not possible. Further analysis aimed at understanding the rel~
ative?contributions of various phenomena (specific innovations, E

changes in general farming practices,'substitution of capital for

T
-]

B labor, etc ) will be needed in coming to a final assessment of the

"technological push" hypothesis in relation to agricultural change.
. £ - 4 .o




However, the Cooperative Extension Service is haseé on the as-

j?' sumptions of this hypothesis; that is, the agricultural exten-

B sion system was crerted to increase the rate of adoption of

- )

T "farm innovations. Thus an understanding of agricultural change
o - A

in relation to the assumptions of technological push is neces-

o - v - oL - -
o sary to appreciate the reasons for the development of the ex~

f;i" tension service system in the way it has#%%olve&ﬂi S
* - N (2]

=
-

Historical Development.of the Cooperative Extension Service 7'

i - - N

Bdth/the USDA and the land—grant institutionS‘Gere begun byﬂr

legislation passed in 1862. The USDA had previously existed as.-

atsmall part of the U.S. Patent Office. Several attempts to pass

2

.- a_ land grant college bill had been made previous to 1862, but

these laws were consistently defeated by states' _rights legisla-

tors who viewed the federal grant of land to the states as a

3 -

threat to the states' power. In 1862, during the Civil War when,

the Southern states' rights enthusiasts were absent from Congress,:'{f

o

the Morrill Act was passed,quietly. This law provided that in

e 'each state an acreage of federal land was to be set aside for-

» %

federal aid,; and the incone from this property was to support a
c )

college or university for teaching "agriculture and the mechanic

L)
E

arts". 'This legislation gave a tremendous increase in prestige

to agriculturai ocgupations, and the land-grant colleges have con-

“tinued to do so since. . ’ : #

»

- ® - Tt T
7

Actqally, the Morrill Act was a general, vague, and ambig—

P

- L4
uously-worded document and its meaning was not clear even to .
1 . . - -
Senator Morrill's fellow-senators. Historians suggest that this

may have been deliberate. .To gain the politieal supbort which

T




) ;16r’

would ensure its passage by Congress, Lf’may have been designed to

e

mean all things to all people. This. laék of précision and clarity

in the original land—grant college legislatiOn has made it possi-

ble for these colleges to ~adjust and adapt to changing conditions.

Changes ‘in the 1aﬁd~grant college complex over the years are

presented in Charts XVII, XVIII and XIX. While the system of “{ -

.69 schools (17 of which are primarily black institutions meSe

i, . i -

. . . ’ data are_ not included

in -the present- tabulations) was virtually complete before the be-,,gl,

ginning of the cooperative extension program, these land- grant col~7‘

leges,h;d’_gmown apace with the Tést of the extension service.~

Separate land grant coilege statistics have not been compiled since f

1963 but up. to that point, the enrollment in these institutions

\

had i"creased eightfold since l920 with the greatest increasesrija
‘Y A4 \\:i

coming in- the areas other than technical agriculture and the.

: chanic arts As Chart XVII indicates, enrollment in agriculture
k’ ——\ . B
programs has remained roughly similar to what it vas’in 1§2Q{\Zhile” e

"other" undergraduate programs-~pargicular1y.in liberal arts and

” Y

sciences, where the demand has been heavy—-have expanded substan»f;'

4

tially. The overall growth in enrollment may be considered as a -’

geometrically increasing curve, with a valley during World War II

K4

l»and a peak after it’, when stupents who would normally have entered -
during the War years came‘into the institutions suddenly.
As the stud%ht population has increased, -so has the averagef:,
‘sizerf'the institutions,. Faculty and staff have increased byu;——1
more than 12 times “in the 43- year interval (Chart XVII1); data on

faculty specialization are available only for 1920 and 1963, and




e

show that the percentage of the faculty teaching agriculture %f-

creased from 22 percent to 8 percent over these yearSg'roughly ; ,fg

paralleling the decline in the percent of students in agricul— . Ef

. >

ture (from 16 percent to 5 percenL). : .. -
" The income of land-grant colleges has also grown geometri-‘
cally, and in recent years has tended to outpace the grpwth in:’ p -

income of uU. S higher education inst 1tutions generally (Chart XIX) nl%i

P E

- ov
<. . « B

CoR

.,

7*In most cases, the original land-~ grants have long ‘been converted ;;l?;

A'b -‘
to other forms of endowment; a major factor in the increase in : R

M -

- -

‘income has been Federal grants for specific purposes, In general,

N

?,

then,_the changes over t.me in the nature and emphasis of the

Eae -

land~grant colleges may be seen as closely related to the general

,,‘

changes in the agriculturalxscene and in the, nature of U, S soci-
- !

o ety generally, which we have preyiously noted.) Land grant col-
Y . - .
leges, by decreasing‘their=emphasis on th ir roots in agriculture,

N

“have managed to survive the general ‘de- emphasis of agriculture in i

contemporary American society while maintaining their central role

- N .

P

in _mass ‘higher education. -~ ] e

The early pfofessors of scientific agriculture in the land- = =

- Te

~ N

grant colleg“e“’s' soon realized that they lacked sufficentresearch-based xnowledge

- »

*about agricu‘tural topios. This realization caused ,a demand for‘

¢

agricultural research on farm prohlems in agronomy, animal breed—

ing and nutrition, horticulture, and other fields. The HatchrAct

T .

of 1887 provided federal funds to state agriCUltural experiment ) .

~ N E

stations These research centers developed in most states as an

-

‘adjunct to the lanq grant college of agriculture. The director ' s

. , «

e o
of the txpeximent sraticn is responsible only to the dean ?f ) ¢ Lo

¢

‘
-



3 agriculture, the uniyersity president, and the state government.

) ’ I

The USDA annually réviews the research projects in each state to

ensure that they mqet federal stipulations. An average of. abour

. one dollar out of four spent at the state experiment stations is

of federal origin.

- * 1)
L)

The enormous increase in therfunds available for publicly-

3 -
L

y

.

supported agricultural research is shown in Chart XX. The state

share of the cOStS of suppo ting the experiment stations has
./ "
grown faster.ghan the fede@al contribution (ﬁhich has itself in-

. creased ten-fold since 1930). The biggest growth has been in

v

research directly managed or funded by the USDA. 1It-is only in -

»

the last four years that a reliable system for describing the .

activ1t1es funded by the cooperative research effort has been im-~

plemented; thus, changes pver the years are ex treme;y difficult

-~

|
-

of research activitiés into the nine standard USDA "goal areas"

T

. P ‘ > .
of these goals, the first three are &oncentrated in technical ag-

¥

riculture, ;he second threé in marketing and economics, and the

hn]ast three in the qualitp of rural life., The first set of goals
2ccounts for about two-thirds of the total research budget, and
the 'second and third sets each have about one-sixth.of the total.
It is clear that "hard" agricf%ture continues to dominate the re-~
search carried out.by public agricultural agencles, although
there has been a major increase in the latter two sets of gnal
areas in recent years', ‘

The relative proportion of total federal effort devoted to

S research, and to the "research delivery system" (that is, the

to assessi \ChaQt XX des¥ribes the recenf breakdown (for FY 1973) -




extension serviceg), is presented in -Chart XXII. Since 1920,

the USDA has invested a relatively constant proportion of the

research funding (between 40 and 60 ‘percent) to the "delivery",

AN

or extension, effort. -

One may comtipare the scope of‘pubiiC‘reééarch activigy with
the research-activities of related to agricélture’brivate‘indus-
€1,5 " try (Chart XXII). Detailed ffgures are available on private
pesearchkexbenditures only-since 1956, and then only }; iﬁdustry?

aggregates. However, some trends over this time perioa may be

compared. Since 1956, the

S

_ research spendingihés been

parallelled the trends for

rate of gromthAof federal agricultural
fairly linear. It has almost exactly

the food ﬁrocessing industry and the

chemical (including agriculturai chemicals) industry. The ma-

chinery industry (including agricultural machinery) has a much

?:, -

higher level of investment in research, but a not dissimi‘ar

&

‘trend line.

One customary measure of the proportion of activity devoted

N T I N
to research is to compute R&D expenditures as a "percent of sales". J -
P pe : . :

There is no exactly’comparable measure for public agencies, but it
may be approximated by computing research expénditures as a "per-
cent of the total appropriations received #y the U.S. Departmgnt
of Agriculture". Using this measure (Chart XXIV), fédergl_agri;
cultural research is'comparable to industrial practice, ranging
from about 3 percent to 4 percent of "sales". It is also inter-
estinﬁfg%/ﬁgfﬁ that despite minor fl&ctuations, this percentage )

has remained duite stable over the 15-year period of these data,

';cross all industries. The food processing industry devotes-’

ey

/




n

significantly less of its revenue to research than ¢ther indus-

-

tries, even those with an agricultural component This is haroly

scrptising, since a large part of the public agricultural research

K

is devoted ‘to improving food processing technology Clearly the

agribusiness industry has a stake in continuing public agricultural

) J
research activities. )

Need for an Agricultural Extension Service

.

In the early I'900's the state extension services were estab-
lished as another addition to the land-grant colleges and univer-
sities. Starting in 1914, the Smitli-Lever Actvprovided federai‘

grant-in-aid funds to each state for extension purposes. The

extension workers in each state are staff members of the land-

. grant collecge or university. The state extension services work °

.closely with the college of agriculture teaching personnel and the

LN

-

experiment,station research workers. In hbout'half of the states,’

-

the dean of agriculture at the land- gr?nt college 1s responsible T

/f/‘ P for classroom teaching, the experrment\statidn. and the egtension-

] ~

service. In other states, there may be a separate director of
&

the extension service, but he usually works closel} with the dean .
N of agricuiture.

. *
’

How dii the extension services begin in the U.S.? The his~
torical development of the extension service is cloself related e
to that of the Ferm Bureau, tracing from the rormation ot the
first county Farm Bureau in 1911 for educationel purposes. This
melationship continued through the growth of the*county agent
movement during World War I, until the origipal county Farm Bureaus‘

-

became state and national legislative. pressure groups. Extension

23




no effective.system for their distribution. Special-campaigns were

- - -
@ ~ .. -

oy, . 2 .

service~Farm Bureau relationships ‘were severed soon after the

~
Y

forfmation of the American Farm Bureau Federation in 1919 in some

states, but not until 1954 in Iowa and Illinois. .,

The early professors of agriculture in the land-grant colleges
wanted their research-based knowledge to be’used by farmers. iBut;
Q! ) ' ) .o

until about 1914, there was no effective means of transmitting such,

information from the colleges at -Ames, Lansing, Davis, Raleigh,-

vt

Ithaca, and elsewhere, to farm audiences. This was an era of social

experimentation in finding effective means of reaching farmers.

For instance, the agricultural professors wrote bulletins aimed at

.

farmers, but many could not read or understand them, and therg—was

e -

organized dround a train-load of college professors who would .tour
. S . A
their state to stump local communities in favor of some agricultnral

- . . ,

‘innovation, like- seed corn seiectiom in Iowa. Their,knpwledge was

I3

‘often received eagerly, but follow-up was lacking, and eventually

~
~ —

the "corn seed gospel train" approach fell into disrepute. -Lastly,

to promote agricultural innovations among the gentleman ~farmer

class. Their main forums were county and state fairs, which pro-.

e

vided'some welcome.rural entertainment, but much less effective

agricultural diffusion. During this period of experimentation, a

variet§ of piecemeal approaches to e fective diffusion were tried,

"and all found wanting. The agricultural extension model was not

« -
v

yet on the scene. - : .

-

4 -
-

Althougn there had been some type of agricultural extension

agent in several counties in the U.S. prior to 1900, the first

Y ”‘7 ’ | 30

.8
-

agricultdral improvement societies were formed in 1oca1 communities -




‘i;

"¢

L 5 - - -
agents”, etc.).  The Binghamton Chamber of Commerce's Farm Bureau

" €rable help&vere sponsoring committeesy which consisted largely of

pests hgﬂ_gaqéed, the ektension.agents were disbanded. -

‘memberships in the Farm Bureau.# ‘ , , .- ‘;fh

-22- . I

” N . ' ) - ' N
o : ~
large-scale attempt at an ‘extension approach was pursued in the

rural South (especialiy Texas) around 1903, when a hundred or so

1oca1,agricu1turai}§;s were employed to diffuse'holl-weévi} con~

.
- T

trol methods to cotton farmers. But once the- menace from these

E3

~ .
& = -
MY -

! . < . - .
Credit’ for the first extension approach of a lasting nature,

' - -

and in the format still largely followed today, usually is accorded. -

Broome County, New York, in 1911. The Binghamton Chamber of Com- 775 f{

merce in Broome County was .concerned about the welfare of local ;T{f
farmers, as agriculture was the main local indhstry Accordingly, '?f

the Chémbép's "Farm Bureau". (so named in accordance <ith such

other d;vfsions of the Chamber of Commerce as the Roads and yAlleys

-
.

Eureap, the Protection Bureau, etc.)-decided to employ a recent

w1

agricultural graduate from Cornell University to diffuse innovatianS—f
: - A N . o

to farmers in the.Cpunty. Parf of his-sélary the first year was
ﬂbnated by the iocal Delaware and Lackawanﬁa Railroad, ‘and éo he

was called a "county "agent", as all railroad employees were termed

"agenis" in those days (for example, "ticket agents", "station

- . .
) . .

‘included several leading farmérs,aéndithey solicited their neigh~

bors for small donations to help, pay the‘county agent's yearly -

-, . -

sglary. Soon these donations were institutionalized into annual
- . - \ ] .. -

.

T
e '

*As Miller (1973, p. 9) noted: "The earliest county agent en- .
countered two difficult obstacles...The first was how to win approval I
from local people in attempts to change traditional farming practices’. -
The second obstacle...was the need for ‘financial support. Of consid- -

businessmen: and prominent farmers, to be later termed Farm Bureaus",
. - . . , . A




Note that even at this eariy date, the agricultural extension o
service exhibited:

1. A basis in the felt need for a more rapid diffusion of

~————
£

agricultural _nnovations. )

2. 'Strong local control over,the professional change agent

by an orggnization of farm 1eaders.\

-

3. Responsiveness to- local elites amuag their client system.

The idea of a county agricultural agent, and of a local Farm

) Bureau, spread rapidly across the U. S. after 1911. This movement

was spurred (1) bY provision of -federal financing through the. E’:

.

Smith-Lever Act of 1914 and (2) by the need for higher agricultural,;fri

==

-

production during World War I. : . o fm—Jb B

-

1

The year 1919 marked the turning point in extension service-

'Farm BuYeau relationships. As the county agent movement spread, so ,

r..

group, a function incomoatihle with its original purpose of being -

did the Farm Bureaus, as the county ‘agents.' sponsoriné body. Soon
the’county Farm Bureaus federated into state‘organizations; and

tlien in 1919 into the American Farm pureau Federation (AFBF). This

< - 1

‘organization immeaiately began to operate as a legislative pressufre

_ the "local sponsor of the-county extension agent. So the division

of ‘the Farm Bureau and the extension services began in 1919, al-~

‘ _though the two have remained friendly until ‘this day. The legis-

lative assistance of the AFBF, and state Farm Bureaus, is one rea--

son for the financial strength and stability of the state and

‘ B . 4

" federal extension services.

‘The growth of the amounts of money and personnel invested in

the agricultural extension effort since 192C has been .striking.
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Although federal financing of ‘extension did not begin until the

-

Smith Lever Act of 1914 as we have noted by 1920 there were
already over 3,000 employees of the cxtension services. By 1970,.

the total had reached dver 15,000, with the rate of growth re-

-2 cently tapering off somewhat (see Chart XXV) We will comment on. -

the components of the increase in personnel as we discuss the

.

changing functions ard organization of the extension activity in

later sections. The number of agricultura agents has increased i'”

"pas

’ relatively little since 1935 des' te the increases in extension

Caues s Y

.service personnel as a whole,  * 'This trend may relate to the eX-~

tent of coverage of u. S. counties with agents; by 1935, v;;}dally

all the 3,150 .counties in the nation had at least one agent (as
v ey o
early as 1920 about two~ ~thirds of " them were—covered) L

Funds for extension services come from a variety of federal,

"state, and local sources uider matching. arrangements and through

several different appropriation accounts. Ihe-growth oﬁ the s

federal share has heen almost exponential, é rate of growth'gen-z
Lerally characteri tic of federal. spending%$Chart XXVI) —bver
the years, the share of the appropriation devoted to federal ad-r'—rj

o
m1nistrative expenses (the Extension Service in the USDA) has .

T
. -

been fairly constant, even as the total appropriation multiplied

many times.** This patcern is. similar to that of many other

. . -
-

‘; *Many of those—currently called agricultural agents are -
actually 4-H Club workers; the separate, classification for youth
personnel was .abandoned in 1960.

**For analytical purposes, it would be useful to have estimates e
of the share of-the Cooperative Extension Service budget going for
administrative infrastructure versus program costs. Unfortunately .
data on the administrative costs in the state extension services . t,f@;
were not available. However, it was possible to determine that
of the"17,000 total extension service staff in 1975, 1,350 (8 percent)

‘o vere administrators or supervisors; 175 of these wvere in Washington, D. C?

l: KC - 11 ,:_ ‘:} B . e 7
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federal formula® grant programs in education and other fields. ;Not"

N
until the late’ 1950 s and 1960 8 was there major growth in the
\ h - oo.
administrative sector at the federal level. T -f)\\ - N
. el Th e N

Part of the increase in extension service funding can be at-i

tributed to simple inflation. Howevwr, even ﬁhen the expenditures

N \

are reduced to” constant doIiars—fﬂhart*XXVIT?——a_pattern or 1n~—l B

—

'crease ‘remaing evident. Although the current federal extension,'

Vappropriation is nore than four times that of 1950 the real pro-v?;,{

N gram increase is only about two times.the 1950 level.
v e n‘ .

It is a measure of the popularity of the Cooperative Extensionr‘

’Sdtvice that it has managed to madntain a hig level of growth at a

"time when federal spending on agriculture generally has nor kept o

pace.r The relationships betWeen the different budgets involved (infj

millions of dollars) are as folloWS° o 2
Date “Total Federal Federai Outlays Federal 0utlays'for the:
- Outlays - . for Agriculture Cooperative Agriculture-
: T - .ExtensionVService c
1940 - §9,589 . - $1,580 $19 R A
. = - 16.5% of total + -1, .2% of Agricultural
. B budget : budget .
1970 - $196,588 $6,201 $130° -
N L 3.2% of total 2.1% of Agricultural L
budget " - budget

~
bl Y :

Agricultural spending has increased by nearly four times in

- -

this 30-year intervaI but total federal spending has increased by
over 20 times the 1940 level. Federal spending for extension is

about seven times its i940 level, while its share of the agricul—

"ture appropriation has _nearly doubled. Thus not only has the pro-

>

gram increased its real appropriation, it has also increabed its




. .agriculture* - | % - .

’~set of~figures for the- entire”period—of“our ‘interest; *inffactj‘for

_ with primary management at the state level' accordingly, muchu 77;{"G.

,level. In the last few years, a national reporting systemuhas

S T —26-. ST

_'l"“

<
.

proportional importance in" the total federal effort devoted to ) )

P

Although it is fairly easy to "describe the size and scope of

the extensigf”sérvice program, determining its .impact on its tar<
f'/ . =

get audience- is a much more difficult task There is no ‘common

A4 -

much of the 501year period, there are no-estimates of thé direct
impact of the extension services oﬁ_national agriculture. Coop-

~

erative Extension Service has always been a decentralized program,

activity data has never been aggregated at higher than the state

. T
v ~ R .

beenfinstituted WHich reports the number of extension agent-

"contacts' with groups and individuals. The most recent figures ;,;;:

(for FY 1973) are sumnarized in Chart XXVIII. From these data,
~9,

it ia not possible to determine how much attention exLension : ' i;

‘o . Lo £ «

fpersonn ) currently devote to. individual farmers and to agri-l

businessmen, respectively. HOWever, technical agriculture now

accounts for less than one quarter of all extension contacts.

These contact data illustrate the major shift in extension ser-

& s

vice activity from "hard" agricultural technology to bther types‘-
of_know -how.

»

-

These "contact" fiquEQ\do not allow us to determine how

‘marr individuals are served“by\the extension services; there is -, ;

-

a great deal of nultiple contact\with some people. "Not since

[

1"50 has the extension service attempted to determine the number

¥

of individuals contacted; the figure a that time was estimated

*In fiscal year 1975, the total budget\sf the Cooperative Exét
tension Service-was $§450 million with. 40 percent from federal funds,
40 percent from state .sources, and 20 percent\fizm county governments. -

2 ,f ;—:’;1?7 7:7, A . i:q L" o AHA L B
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- at about 7,000,000, of whom about 2,000,000 lived on farms, but

~ these figures were based on extremely shaky estimates. At the .

~

present time, it is simply not possible to be very specific

-
.

_abgut the make -up of the totaL~audience for the extension ser-

= -

vices. When the new computer-based USDA reporting system be— -

- . 5,
T o I K]

will be possible. R 37 : ’j ;’35' ,,*i

- Illustrative of the shift in the clientele for the Coopera—,«

\’*
) tive Extension Service is data over time for one part of the

o extension program-—*he youth division, or 4~ H Club program, asir S
described in Chart XXIX.‘ Since 1960 the number of youth in— 'i;fr
7 jvolved in formal 4 -H Clubs has been declining, but 4~ H has de-”rt

veloped-a number of special purpose activities which. have enabled 1‘;

lt to continue growing in total youth contacts. " The residence of\

C4- -H Club members (Chart XXX) and the nature of the 'projects"

Chart XXXI) which they undertake has been changing in recent years.ri
o Since 1948 "the percent of 4~ H’youth residing on farms has been -
slipping steadily, although at a slower rate (40 percent) than the O
'rural population generally (49 percent) In 1948, 4-H7Clubs had

no operations in urban areas; at present, about‘one-third of 4-H

eprollees are urban residents. The types of projects undertaken
’chfirm this trend away from a purely agricultural focus, in 1948

animal and plant science projects accounted .for about -half of all

:.-bt

projects, but now account for less than one quarter. Prcjectséin

"community development", unknown as late as 1957, accnunted §§F

nearly 20 percent in the late 1960's, although they have since
e £
slipped somewhat.

\ - —
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- > ~ 'To summarize the data on the development  of the extension:

N o e

The extension service program has had a more or less

T services:

constant growth, combined with a change in emphasis away from

E 4

purely technical agriculture toward subjects of interest to urban:

a"diences as well.

-

The extension service apparently has attempted

Ychar.ge agency";organization*ﬁeven though"*—z

v
-

jfmuf—~—to—maintainfitself as a
- o )

the nature of the changes it seeks to stimulate have changed over

time as the nature of U.S.

agriculture has changed. The reasons

for such a shift are complicated but a major explanation lies in
the mechanisms which the extension service developed to keepAin
touch with changes in its clienteles.. We now turn fo a, review Of,
how these changes came to be sensed and managed by the Cooperative

Extension Service. ~ v = o S

-

'J'

-Local Control and Needs—Qrientation

At the county level, the county.exteasion agent needed

1

local body to replace the Farm Bureau‘as his organiaatignal toollﬁz

7for conducting educatipnal activities. So he formed a county 7
7advisory board, composed of 15 to 25 local leaders, that typi-,

Vcally met with him on a monthly basi§

\3 ) 7".-.7

The extension service has such a local poliéy-making groupg:ii'

in most U.S. counties. This group, with the county agent, de i

¥

cides the nature of .the extension program each year. It also

) helps develop the budget for the extension service in the county,—

and may have’ some,*ﬁ?luence in the firing and hiring of the

__county agent. )

ij*:\ ' The countx agent operating with a needs-oriented philosophy T

-»

has two different refereace. groups, and differences between them

*
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may cause him a certain degree of personal conflict. One LT

reference group is the extension bureaucracy in whichfhe works,'

personified by the district extension 4irector who is the r2: nty

agent's direct boss. Another important reference group for the

county agent is 'that of local power~holders among his county 4

%f-»f; farm clientele. The d*vided loyalties of thehcounty_ageu.“are

o illustrated by the following case study (Preissd 1954 p. 236) 7{*,;%};;

}c1rl K F.L. [the county agent] unenthusiastically organizedva ~ )
S county [extension] agricultural advisoryicouncil at the be- . -
‘ hest of the state extension office, but he felt it- was un~ . -
necessary in the county. It took months to get organiza- o
" tions to designate representatives, .and it was hard. *n find-
meeting times when a majority could or. would appear.,- The - ?
sessions themselves were strained and_ awkward -since -many- o
couvncil members were curious about each- other, and- prﬂferred,f_
i -~ . to operdte via old accustomed channels. . After a few unpro-. _ .-
- ductive meetings, F.L. decided the.grcup was too unwieldly, 7€
and ceased t» schedule any more. He knew the state. office. - -
v. was disturbed by this outcome, but felt he _had made a- genu-~
ine effort to make the organization work. - He believed-its :
failure wac not his fault, but was simp1y due to the im—‘ T
practicality of the idea at thefeounty level. B B

)

In most counties, however, county extension advisory\groupS—,:

"operate quite smoothly, and with tke full support of the county

agent. They provide a means of obtaining client participation in

—the planning of extension service accivitTesﬁﬁmTor instance, if

- local farmers have much concern about the ecological problems=

caused by. insecticides and - fertilizers,,they will see that this
-~ ? -
topic is featured in the county agent's activities in the year'

- ©

7ahead. And the county extension agent, dependent on client

interest for the success of his diffusion efforts, is naturally

. inclined to be very attuned to farmers' needs.*

?

-

*In reality, much of the county agent g annual’ program f a .

- determined by state administrators .and extension specialists, Rice

(1974, p. 127) estimates that 90 percent of U.S. extension Tcograms

o probably originate at the state ‘level rather than in the local com~ .
O munity, but the professional philosOphy in ,the Cooperative Extension

IER\(:Setvice is still that of farmer:ielf determination. e
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. The co&ﬁé$‘extensi9n advisory‘groups can alsp initiate a

'Y -- B
g - ” -

bottom-up requést for agricuftural research. For instance, per-
P .

haps they find that theré/is little. scientific knowledge about

5 o

the ecological consequences of insecticides. The county agent

4 .

will convey his request for‘information -‘to his state agricultural oL
guniversity, and if it carnot be answered with_ existing research-': )
e R (7\‘

based knowledge, the state agricultural experiment station may

g ,..w’-—r—-‘

™ ' - -0

-nitiate a research project on this topic. _ Whilie such "extension,

'in reverse'" certainly occurs, the actual cases of such néeds.

< - > - 5 A

leading to new research projects ‘are probably few.

P N ¢

The advisory councils also provide feedback to th° state level

o

and directly to the county extension agent, as to the Jdequacy of

. ’ 3

previous diffusion efforts and of research activities * f 7

Naturally, the members of county advisory councils are hardly

———dy

typical farmers; instead, they are often highly specialized well-

Aeducated, and relatively innovative. So thfre is an elite bias in

Ry ST

] P

the membership of the caunty advisory groups.l, ¥“ )

v
-

Rise of the State Extension Specialists - 'fj:

Actually, of the 15 000 pfofegsional staff members at all

levels dn the extension serviwes, on1y about 6 300 are county level

.6

;'extension agents (Chart XXV). A]mcst every couuty in the U. S. has

an agricultural agent (who is usually algo-the county extension -

2

director, or administrative chief of the county—level employees),'ffj;

2
N

and‘about 80 percent of the counties have a home economics agent., N

i

cons erable number also have a 4-H Club agent, and/or mar-

- . - - * Lo 4

« -

keting agent. - ) » ) “ -
- -
*In addition, the advisory councils lobby locally for financial
,contributions to the extension budget. Previously, we indicated- that
about’ 20 percent of the total funds for the Coopecrative Extension

Service comes from county governﬁcyts. T .

-




What do the other 8,700 professionals who are not countyr

.leves agents do?

’trict; jtate, and federal 1evelso(Figure 2 provideﬁ a typicai

<

Some are administrators or supervisors at dis-

As Chart XXV.shows, there are currently

L3

organizational pattern).
about 1,000 administrative personnelxin the Cooperative Extension S
Service.* _ . ' N+ : - . ' ' ',{

L
M . . s . 3
. » P -

In addition, there are at present nearly 4, 000 extension ;i

subject—matter specialists at the state level. These speciaiistst LU

,aotempt .2 interpret current research f ndings in their particulwr )
. 3
) field to the ﬂounty extension employees and thus event"ally to the

extension clien S, The development of the specialist group was

slow;.between 1925 and l°55 there were: never more than 1,500—2,000
there has been a

3

_(specialists. Since<l955, as Chart XXV shows,

considerable expansion of this specialist corps. ~Over two;thirds

(

Jr—

3

of the specialists are still in agricultural fields, but much of
;the expamsion in recent years has _come, in non agriculrural fields.
The rapid growth of “the specialists coincides with the diversifi-
cation of the .extension service program and its audiences,‘as well
0 . RN 3 . “n

“as changes in the natiure of agricultu e. . N

Yow do extension specialists relate to the rest of the exten-

W

sion syetem4v Consider an extension agronomy specialist. ﬂis'

office is in the department of agronomy «t the state agricuitural

college; and hence he is aqcolleague with the research and teach-

"ing faculty in his specialty. ne.travels out over the state -to

addrexs farmer meetings and to keep county:extension agents a-

-~

breast of usw develdpments in agronomy. Lilawise, there are ex~

“_+  tension specialists in farm management, marketing, rural sociology,

*About»l 300 multi- county area agents, who work on such topics
as agriculture and marketing, are not broken out as a: +separate

‘_Rit:caregory in dhart XXV, : 4() . .o




= e, . — - —— .

N - . . ‘_ e ’

R o Ve . B ]
r- e @

* -~

B P . B re
- 5 - - TSN}
v ~ -
Fl , ; P 3
Co : - 2;‘;
’ % M T

Secrefar\/
USDA

) —
- Director
Federul T:X’rensxon Service }

-

R i

- e e - - - -

- State Level

I Dean oF Agncuh‘ure- : : o o7
(State Agricuttlral Umvem{y)

!r . R B . . . J;,
A Sy

State Dlrec’ror l ' Department] © .

’ ~ Heads -

Codperative Ex’renSlon Service

i : .

State Program Leadters 19‘1’ e e + L
Agriculture, Home. Econormics, ' . . g.x e'f‘g,‘.‘; ? :
4-H Uubs y Marketing, GH\ev-s _ ' : | Spectalists

—D-ls};\a Level T S B ( ;"l"f;_";"""“—"""?
T Districk. fo 10, dependin :

S : | extension | the size of +he h:\*e,) :
. R Dirc ctor »

COUM-Y Lchl ) C'ou“wl ] (3o 200 depend r% ' , .
“Extensiony | the swe of +he S 1e) . -
Director

/\-"-‘.lcul'}ur‘c " fHome ' oo Y 0 -
ent |- Economics | . é!ub 7 Ma ;:e;nrl?

Agent . Agent . Agen-l'

\
anuro 2. O 3amzqhon oF H\e Cocperative. Extension Service -
~ In“the United S+a+es . e
- - i N : it ;
Source:, Axin‘n -and, Thorat " (1972). o -7 i
e n TheTee ANy




~ ’

3

animal husbandry; poul:ly husbandry, home;economics, and other

%

fields. There has been a trend for the number and importance of

extension specialists to increase as the nature of farming be-

came wore specialized.

f—

Essentially the specialist 1inks the sources of research—

based knowledge to the county extension agents_ -He is the county

agent's county agent. In order to;effectively fill this linkage cr

funétion?"the specialist must be able to bridge the scientific/
intellectual-system of the state, agricultural univetsity'with the
pragﬁatic'world of the farmer and his county agent. Usually, the

" specialist hag had prevlous expetience as a county extension agent,.

~

and then moved through graduate Study, into a specialized agri-

culturai field. & .out half of the extension specialists have Ph.D.

‘degrees, and many of the rest are doctoral candidates on a part-

-

time basis. This high level of scientific training is necessary
for the specialist to be able to understand research publications,

"and to decode their contents into language that the county agent

Ly

dnd his farmer-clients can understand ’ Lo l . . .;1;
,‘.The success of the extension specialist rests directly on . oL

\how well he can serve the needs of his clients, as *udged by the ., ,

number .0f county ~gents who invite him to address local -meetings,

the number of requests for the bulletins that he vrites, etc.

.If'the specialist cannot relate his knowledge to farmers' . prob- 174?}
-lems, his career‘is shortilived. . R
Similatly, the reward system for research workers in the
X U S.D.A. and the state agricultural experiment stations stronglylﬁ

encourages.finding research results (and "publishing them in a form)




a point s§stem in whiéq;gréat weight is plé%éd on farm magazine

® -

"generhl" or unspecializedeafhg and- the increasing dominance of o

2N AN

that are useful to farmers. For example, one agricultural ex-

periment station evaluates each of its researchers anuually,with *
S =% , L )

articles and on farmer,bulletins. Ciequy if a scientist wants

]

to sbcceed in this system, he must adﬁrqss his efforts to applied
. .’, A 4

-

rgsegfch problems, and specifically to finding information that

is. needed by farmers. This pressure toward research utilization

facilitates the work of the state extension specialist in cooﬁ—»

er.ting with’his reéearch and teachipg colleagues in his academice

department. ATl are pullihg ;ogethef téward producing étil;zable

knowledge, and in getting it diffused and adopted by farmers. -

Were agriéultq:al researchactivities not oriented toward poten-

“tial utilizatibn; the linking function of the extension §peciaiist

(gnd the county agent) wounld be nuckK more difficult.

\éh

The Qevelgpment of extension specialists did not begin until . . L

after>1920. JPart of ?he reason for evolving such a corpéﬂof.spe— A .35
cialis s lay in the increasing specialization of surviving farms ’ ;3

/ ' :
in producing only. a few producis.  We noted earlier the decline in

n - )

specialized commercial fafﬁing, particularly among the 1arge‘and~

profitable farms (almost no general farms are currently found in

. . - K B
‘the top economic classes, nf farms used by the U.S. Census Bureau).

This specializaticn aﬁong surviving farms increased the need far e

i

more specialized information from.the extension agents about re-

cent technical advances. For example, while previously each.U.S. B

-

fdrmer had owned about 200 chickens, by the 1950's most U.S. farm~ -

——

"ers had no chickens, ~»nd a relatively few poultry-producers ) -

43 - o
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- dominated the 1ndustry When one of these poultrymen with per- .

- haps 100,000 chickens in his operation asked his county ektension

agent a technical question ahout poultry nutrition, the county

.

agent was unlikely to be able to supply the answer. But the state

extension specialist -in poultry nutrition probably could .

«

- ’ .. Further, as private non-farm agribusiness f1rms like farm

i

machinery companies, feed and seed firms, and agricultural chemi—

v . -

cal companies came to play a more importantgrole in-U.S. agri—

-~ -

- b

culture, extension service employees ‘(especially the extension . =’

specialists) began to cooperate more closely with these agribusi--

.
ness firms. So the poultry nutrition speci?list mentioned aoove-

. e te,
- might be called on for assistance by chicken .feed companies in- -

¢ - - -

poultry formulas might affect hundreds of thousands of farmers,

rd

’and‘millions of birds. Exténsion specialists were more likely to

. -

be asked for such assistance by agribusiness firms thar were
county agents, because of their greater technical expertise in
specialized greas of agriculture:

~

Thus we see how the specialization of U.S. agriculture helped

] Louis, Minn'apolis, or Chicago.. And a change in one of their: N

create ‘a need for extension specialists‘ the extension model was

hence adjusted to cope with an environmental change in the nature

of agriculture.

Broadening the'Subject-Matter of Extension

In 1911, the sole content of extension activities was biolog-
‘ ical agriculture. Agronomy. Animal Husbandry - Botany.. Zoology
Genetics. Poultry. County agents placed their main emphasis up-

¢ 1 production technology like new seeds, feftilizers, and farm’

eduipment.

4
LN A < ’

) EC
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"But soon, the rarmer's wife began to demand that-her infor-"

A
e

mation needs for b-tter nutrition, child care, and home manage- - -

“ment also receive attention. . Accotdingly, the county agricultural

-

. - / .
agent, usually with a college degree in technical agriculture, was

-
-

given a county- level colleague in the form of the home economics .

B4

'agent, usually with a bachelor s degree in home economics from a -

1and grant college. Durirg the 1930's, this group expanded £apidly

(Clart XXV), they now make ‘up about one-quarter of all extension i

- - - o
personnel. -

Soon thereafter, the-county extensioh -staff was further ex-

N - . . . Lo

pandedAto include a county ‘agent responsible for 4-H Club activi- . R

ties. “This 4~H Cluh agent usually possessed a bachelor's degree

in technical, agriculture,.and was considered a future county ag-

ricultural agent in’ txaining. After five to seven years as a
4-H agent, he might be promoted to agricultural'agentg

By the 1930's and 1940's, many agricul ural leaders began to

.t

Y

see'that agricultural ‘production technology was only a part of the j;

.

"picture. ¥hat good were production-increasing innovations when

u.ss. agriculture was faced with a farm surplus? Accordingly, state

~

extension services turned some of their‘attenticon to problems of - -

K
.y

agricultural marketing, and .to consumer information programs.

Some counties,” especfally those with. large cities, hegan to feature

»
) -
b, -

extension marketing agents on their-staffs, and state specialists

M ’

in marketing were appointed. . !
All of these changes marked a trend in the extension services
iaway from strictly an agricultural production focus, to the ad-

dition of subject mafter content in the social sciences related to

i

L8 > ,. ;'," 45 e- ' : ’ \
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agriculture. The ,neat modél describing the flow of biolbgical

agriculture innovations from researchers to farmers (Figure 1)

- . L T -

did not seem so appropriate for thelnon—biological content. . For --

~one thing, the state agricultural experiment stations moved only-

-
o et

slowly and partially into social science research Further, the

.

- research results, once. available, usually were not embodied in a o

-

material innovation., Often only an,idea was involved Further,_

<

clients needs for non-biological agriculturally related Pnow-"

’ ledge were less strongly felt, and less focussed. .
The ShifL away from sole‘dEpendence'upon biological agrief

- 3

cultural content also. meant that the extension service appealed

.to- new audiences° Rural-nonfarm people, agribusinessmen, sub-

1,
~ -

urban dwvellers, and even city residents. The)feeling persists

- - .

at the present tfme among many extension employees that, the

* . ‘.

agency should’ only work with farm\people. The Smith-Levei -Act

of 1914 that provided federal aid to the state extension serdices

-

did not spell out very clearly whether extension‘employees should
carry on their educational programs 6nly with farm people, only
---with rural people, or with everyone in-their county. .Since.the

-

Act did not specify that the extension service should work only

with farm people, there shas been an increasing trend to work with-

. i N w' -
urban and rural non-farm audiences in recent years--a trend which

A

we have already noted in.our earlier review of extension service
“ » ks *v
contacts (Chart XXVIII). The shift in the nature of activities

which this shift of audiences implies--which we saw previously

for 4-H projects (Chart XXKI)--represents a major change in ‘the

L -

nature of thension work as it had traditionally been practiced

Such a shift call.d for many new skills,

-




This change from a sole emphasis-on agricultural and home-

making production technology was resisted by many extension -

workers. The extension,service undoubtedly has changed more
. &1, -~

slowly ‘than nas the audience served by the agency. The early

emphasis upon production technology was institutionalized in the

in technical agriculture or-in'home economics. PO

[N -

Recent special programs in the extension service reflect a

o

change from "things™ to people » a shift f¥om an exclusiveA‘

EN

production philosophy to include a focus on diverse social pro-_

blems. The development of the 4 H special interest" clubs~and

-

“the. special projects which we noted earlier as composing the-

major thrust‘of the 4- H program in recent years (Chart XXIX),

-

illustrate how far this change in_ focus has progressed Ofvthe

-~ - [4

7i:; 16, 000 man-years of extension time reported by .USDA for extensionlv

workers in FY 1973, .only 6,000 were devoted to agriculture

e

specifically, the remainder being divided between’ home economics,f

youth activities, and other functions. The new demands on’ the

-
-~

' extension service system put new pressures on the abilities of
<

the Extension agents to communicate their knowledge effectively--.

a challenge to which the extension, servioa has tried to respond

Aot . Process over Content

The first county extension agent in Broome County., New York,

PR ¢

in 1911 was a graduate of Cornell University in technical agri-

S culture. It was assumed that if the cQunty agent possessed an

adequate grasp of the’ subject-matter content of agriculture, he

.ﬂ_

could easily learn to. master the process of communicating this

‘extension service; most extension employees are trained primarily




"messgﬁe content to his farmer clients. ThiStasgwmed priority of

-

content over process continued from 1911 until about -the mid 1950 s..yr

- The turning point in the evolution of process over content 1n

»

agricultural extension occurred with the launching of the National

- L4

s

-

\Project in Agricultural Communication (NPAC) in 1954 . This ad hoc L

7 organization was headquartered at Michigan State University, and

sponsored by’ the USDA and the state agricultural extension services.q

in cooperation with the American Association of Agricultural College;

Editors * NPAC was- launﬂhed in answer to extension agents needs f -

-

for in ~-service training in the behavioral science aspects of human "

- .- —~ '.‘— A

communication. They felt that they were lacking Ain how to commu-

¥ - o= -z

nicate their technical know-how to farmers. R

NPAC activities consisted (l) of developing tralning materiaIS;

for agricu1tural extension agents on the topic of communication and

-
- - -

change, (2) of testing- these materials with limited numbers of

extension agents) and evaluating the results,and-(3) of training

over 5,000 county extension agents, state extension specialists,

> . - q ’ R ; i -~ v
and extension supervisors and, administrators. NPAC was a big push; -
! ) e . : - » — -

Ceow o

its fiveryear budget was over $1.1 million. . ) ‘
._' The NPAC training was conducted iﬁ'a whirlwind campaign. R

First, t-'o trainers from each state extension service came to NPAC

« -

headquarters in East Lansing for two weeks of training ' in human

communication and change. Films and other training materials were’

Ed a -

then provided to each pair-of trainers for them to use with all'ofi

- -

Y

*These’ editors were found-in every state extension service
‘headquarters; their main task was to publish agricultural bulletins,
produce radio programs, and generally to encourage the use of mass
media channels by extension agents. < .

‘e o




AJGXCehSiQn‘staff‘in their‘state.r In short’ order, all 5 00 } 7:j?

PR
o . -

extension employees in the u. S. were trained in communication.

hes .
¥

The training ‘tourses.were tremendously successful mainly because‘

A

AL they provided knowledge and skills on a topic for which most

. . ' -
7*37_"*“'extension staff felt a-strong need., - .
. - . — <

By its termination in 1960, NPAcghad received rave notices

L from most extension workers. The chfef of the Extension Service

said, "I have never seen any other,program which met-with as quick 2

- e ~

and unusual acceptance by the states, with as few kicks." The - -

e
-4
™

Director of the Indiana Extension Service.étated‘ ‘"Most effective )

i innovation in extension in my experience...Indiana extension is

sold 100%...By far the most important‘influence in creating an

entirely different 2t itude among our staff toward their work;* 7

- v

7'7 Supervisors say agents [are] doingma better job" (VPAC,(1960)

-

S 7 ; The lasting effect of NPAC on the Cooperative Extension Service

was to emphasize the importance of social science training, espe— 7

cially concerning the diffusion process. After NPAC training, al-,

E3

most every extension agent in the U.S. grasped the nature of dif- (ii

,.-;

fusiony~he saw himself as a "change agent“, and thought in terms of -

- <

innovators,’laggards, opinion leaders, and stages in the innovationj

decision process.. It was’ almost as if extension workers had sud—
denly found a theoretical model to guide their activities.' In a

way, they_had.' The classical diffusion model had merged, at ‘the - .-
if R - operational level, with the agricultural extension model.— ;

ST . s

v And even though NPAQ ended in 1960, its considerable influence

“

continues to this day in~ the mainstream of extension philosophy

-

'and policies, through in-service training courses, and in the

-

” - r F
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self- conceptions of extension agents. While state extension

- -

-services continue to employ as professionals only agricultural

college graduates in agriculture and’ home economics, a major‘

emphasis in in-service training is wpon the proceps of human

.
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communication and behavior change.
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Rise ofﬂthe Aides Co " i < A .

A1l extension agents were professionals, holding at least

'college degrees in agriculture or home economics, until 1968. th“;

was assumed that technical competénce based on. professional train-£-’

-

" ing was fundamental for earning a high level of credibility in

clients eyes.

‘The federal ™war on poverty" programs during the l960's were

.

originally concentrated in urban core areas, a1though about a e

third of all U.S. poor .lived in rural areas. By the late. 1960's,

kY

cational efforts to solve rural (and urban) poverty problems.
Aftef\initial resistance to this thrust, the availability of ad-',

ditiona{ feceral funds to the extension services for this purpose

\
led to the rise of extension aides.
\, . -

DU
~

the "Expanded‘Food and Nutrition Educatién Program“ beginning in

\

1969, By 1973, this program had reached nearly 900, 000 families,

- k3

_of whom about 305,000 are currently enrolled Nearly two-thirds

of these familiee “re from minority groups. At the end of l973
\ ' -~
there were some 7,600 aides working in 1,226 separate projects--»

&

during the program as a whole, nearly 22 000 persons had served as

- aides. While the original impetus for the program came from urban

-

o~ . }

-~ AN ST _ o
The aide approach was implemented throughcan‘operation called

3




q BN -

" areas, a major focus of its development has been in rural non- farm
areas and suburbs. At present, 85 percent of the projects are in

areas of less than 50,000 population (a1though 60 percent are in

areds of greater than 2 500) o

The low-income aides were an adjunct to the county home eco-

"nomics agent’,  designed to provide home visitors to low~income

hous wives on a regular and intensive basis. The aides were selected’:{?

’

from among this client audience, given a brief in service training

and close supervision, and required to make a regular schedule of

'home visits, As the title of the program implied, the original ';j

objective of the program was to improve the nutritional status of -

o - "

_poor families; the %ideslwere officially called %extensién'nutrié

tion aides" In practice, the problems of their clients could not

be so easily categorized and Separated from each other,” and the

aides have sought to previde information on whatever felt needs they'

encountered, Eamily planning, how to become eligible,for welfare

,payments, child discipline, budget management, etc., ’
Typically a county home economics agent might have 15. to 20

aides working under her’ direction, directly led by t&o or three

‘aide~ supervdsors. The aides are drawn'from the local‘community,

I3
™

Vand unlike many extension professionals, often are 'members of the
minority groups that they serve. Many work in urban areas, where

home visiting does not require automobile transportation.

>

The.aide approach, widely used in other federally-sponsored

war on poverty programs with the urban poot, recognized that in

addition to credibility based on professional traiﬂing, trust— -

1

‘worthiness could derive from a high degree of socio-economic

T
-
’ .
. v .
. .
>

b

¥




- similarity with clients.*. The*aides could "talk the clientsl «

- -

language'" in a manner that the home " economics extension agent .

e - . IR

S~ could seldom @o. S e G

*

; -

" Not unexpectedly, the aide approach was often resisted by

- — ~.,'-’

.agents %% and to date it. has been comfined exclusively to the s

. i - *

home economics area and ev%n there . insulated from the regular.pro—,ﬁ

gram oy its status as a separatel"program",with its own directorate.;t

B L T

The aide approach is more than just another activity, as it re~vg;

>

flects ‘a_major shift in the agriculturﬁl extension mode1'~ From ?1g~ifb

%

profession-orientations to. peer agents, from rural toaurban audi~ -

7{ ences, and from elite needs to a social problem focus.: It is 3‘:

probably the most significant change in the agricultural extension ;

X

77’ model since its formation in l9ll., The iise‘of the aides in the o

- i "f

state extension services is a major alteration in the model re- . -5

. 5 i

flected and embodied in the thousands of’ inner—city, black and

low-income aide-employees. . f . - . ' fiirri ¢

Criticism of‘Extension

N o fg N : - - <

Despite the general image of success?usually attachedrto the

4
- L -
Lo - -

agricultural extension model, it has had detractors and crities

>

since its origin. Some criticisms were directed at,its‘Elité

- @ .- s - “e

bias, its continued'emph;sis upon agricultural production in the - T

.

.

rr,
o
,

s . e " v e
v v ~ B oy - . i

*Competence credibility is the degree to which a communication

‘source is perceived by réceivers as. :being technically experty -
safety credibility is the degree to which a tommunication~30urce -
;- 1is perceived by receivers as being trustworthy.‘ ) . R

o

o« ~ -
*%In almost -every field, professional change agents are highly e
resistant to’ the employment of para- professional aid°s. ’

i
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'headed a Washington based organization called the Agribusiness

/9‘

S

o

" scheme for research than that which we discussed previously, and

- -7 ol » e - iv‘._ .
L . S i : %; L e _ .. ) . o - L
* I . . - - -

- . . . L.

.. B . 3 . -4 - . - . A P

. research project at- oné state ‘agricultural exPeriment station that
* \

_vation of particular‘advant&ge to large scale tomato farmers.

g get throuéh interlocking relationships of elite farmers and .agri-

R T T AR S

, i . < f
" ’ i « G - - —

face of farm surpluses and a decreasing farm poptlation in the
United States, and itﬂ CIOfe friendship with ,he American Farm ,] N i
. ¢ . . ’ : : ) f*

“"Bureau- Federation. A , . ’ i

But certainlx,the strongest critique was published in 1972

%

PO

under the, ingeniuusxtitle of Hard Tomatoes, Hard Times: The
{ . S
Failure of” America“s!Land Gramt College Complex. The.author, R

‘-'. . v

-

" Jim, Hightower, something of a Ralph Nader of agricuiture, has 7??;

‘ - et
2

Accountability Projec:,t:.i The %ook s title derives from a specific )
‘ |

4 -

bred new tomato varieties to facilitate machi%e -picking, . an inno-

-

"

The book's theme is that much of the tax—supported agricultural -

i
[ 3 - -

research at state agricultural universities is designed .to serve

-

the needs of agribusiness corporations and the largest commercial

~ ~ .

farms. The state agricultural university extens-on service com- ~

pﬁex is a closed system, Hightower claims, whose priorities are R

|

Pusiness firms, with little xoice for the interests of the en"i—-
[

ez oW .

ronmentalist, - consumer, family farmer, or rural poor. For in- - '+ LN
. (i . . -
stance, of 6 000 scdentific man-years’ employed by agricultural -
-y .

experiment stations in 1969, only 285 were devoted to people-‘

oriented"‘research to 1mprove rural living standards (Hightower,~'

\197279* According to him, the main responsihility for the ii}

- . - - ‘ -
« ; . 1) -

V(*Hightover‘S'figures are based on an earlier classification T i
are thus not strictly comparable with those presented 11 the pren

sent report. S

c
[9%)




"hard times" of-U.S. agriculture is due to the overblown repu~-

tation of the land-grant-collegeiandhresearch—establishment and
7 .

= S T

its continuation in an era«where socio-economic COﬂstiOﬂS differ

considerably from thqse of 1911 o ‘

While 'Hightover's critique conforms to few of the rules of S
. : . st ’

traditional social science research methodology, his study does . ’{

form an, effective example of what 18 often called policy oriented

advocacy research and perhaps is more applicable, in many. cases,

.,
“e
<

than the more standard sociological exploration of-similar phe~
pomena (Nola- 'Galliher, 1973) -His basic assumptions are N

c]oar, and condivion-his assembly and analysis of data. Thiq

* [

enables him,to avoid the ambiguity o conclusions which a more

~— .,
10 "\ 1 .

inclusive tx reatment might have led. him to. His work is.further _

L

-

*%V; distinguished by a sincere faith that the resources currently'

-’

devoted to the agriculfural research and extension establishment

would be more effective if redirected to other problems. It is

’ t

at least questionable, however, whether the social problems which

7

-

Y

he correctly identifies as central to rural American life today

-t

‘are in fact amenable to solution through sociaL res=arch The

<«

central vaiue of Hightower's critique is that it raises questions .
= N . . . .

aboutc he assunptions held in‘agricultural research and extension

rather than simply assuming a basic coherence of values. ! T )

"‘Hightower s’ argunent raises important questions:about the

crireria for success of the agricultural extension model .Un-

-doubtedly the extension services have played an important part

“in increasing the productivity of U S. agriculture, especfally in ) "
¢

the period since about "1940. But extens.on servic s have not - -

v
-
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greatly assisted rural people in coping with the consequences of

.

the agricultural revolution thas they helped unl eash

'Hightower‘é critique need not be limited just to the Coopera-

tive Extension Serv1ce in the, U. S " The policies and activities of.

most development agencies can be analyzed in terms of- two criteria, -
’

which are oftep in conflict. On.one hand such programs want to
-improve farm incomes. (&his goal usnially calls'for‘concentrating

. development efforts on the larger farmers. In this way, one

‘z . “« »

= obtains~economic growtﬁﬁ&\:/ .

P On;tge other hand, such programs of change alsc seek to help.

those clients who may need help the most: The poorest and least
. innovative farmers. This goal calls for.redistriﬁhting'ferm )
incomes,, by bringing up the levels of the smallest farmers. So .-

)

" these two goals pre.often in e nflict: Growth versus equity. 1In

order to achieve balance in these, objectives, some degree of
3 . « . ”

coordination is needed between ‘the various agencies.involved in

Y

derelopment programs in a nation.
'Raiéing th: levels of income by working w ‘h large farmers

brings about a chenge in p~r.capita income, and‘hencencontributes

3

to deve opment. Additionally;“a more eoual distribution of in—l

.

comes and levels of 1living may be desired.* However, éeldom can

bothwobjectives be achieved /by :the same development program. .
Presumably pnblic sources are allocated in a'program of

. , N\,
planned changes the ageficy chooses alternatives that will st

’ -

\ .

%A shift from “growth to equity in the intellectual paradigm'
of development has occurred in rural development programs in )
Latin America, Africa, and Asia, dating from about 1970 (Rogers,
l976) ’ .

N

-




fulfill social objectives. It can be argued that\agricultural

-

development of small farmers requires the -most resources and time

(per farmer),-and offers the least immediate overt results. Ex-

. »
“ SRS m-wr

'—“""tenstoﬁ—serviéés'in“tHE“U-S*““l cedthe irvemphasis on immediate

” - z‘ ‘\\- -:
conrerns, such as the diffusion oY inncvations to large farmers.-

»

-Such activities show the most rapid overall gains with least ex-
pendlture. So most extension services tend to nelp the larger .

l

. farmers and pursue a’ levels-raising goal, rathér than helping fhe

smaller farmers through redistribution goals (Rogers, 19/3b)

. . "The notion that the poor ca he helped by aiding the rich must

be abandoned" (Dorner, 1972, . The dégree to which this’ phenomenon

- [

‘fepresents what.has been accomplished in U.S. agriculture is‘

difficult to assess, beeause of the shortage of income distribu—.

- 3\

tion data (to which we'referred earlier). However, the evidence .’

cited in Charts II and VIII points in the direction of rapid growth

. at the expense of-equity.

So dn an aggregate sense, the extension services really have
2 ¢ ’ .

no€ heloed farmers as a dJector, if judgments are hased solely on
the rate at which they have passed out of farming. At the same
time that the extension services may have contributed to the tech-.
nologicak push which phased so many farmers ..t of agriculture,

~ other federal agencies have labored to' ‘help young farme¥s enter

[ 4

.

the sccupation (such as vocational agriculture programs that

- provide high school training to future farmers, and the Farmers

Home Administration that gives credit and mauagement advice to

.

young and low-income farmers), and to stay in it (such as the

Agritultural Stabilization and Conservation Service that seeks to .
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control farm surplu.es and thus buoy up agricultur )ricegb.t
+ At the federal level, all of these agricultural agencies are

ﬁeadquartere@ in the U.5. Department of Agricuiture (it is not
— unusual to find large Federal—&genc%es»éryinghto~§chieve—opposite

purposes at the same time). *

C;;tics of ‘the extension service point out that while it has
. Sought to raise average levels of.fa?m:;ngome, it ‘has apne 86 ip

a way that redistributes incomes toward greater inequality: Many:’

of -the other federal agricultural agencies have jdst_phe opposite'

-

.priorftfes: To incfeésg'the equality of farm income distribupion,<

rather than to raise total agricultural production.

- C . The Effects of the Extension Services

- Development of. clear causal connections between the agri-
cultural extension service effort and the changes in the agri-
cultural sector which we have noted earlier is"not a simple task.

In a specific case, such as an,innovation 1ike hybrid seed corn,
- - . . . - o <
some assessment of quantitative results may be possible (Griliches,

1958) .4 For the extension services generally,. there are -simply too
. . < . o
many factors involved for us to isolate them and interrelate them

-

< B .

" successfully. .

o«

We noted earlier the general ﬁypothesis of a "technological
push" which relates rhanges in agriculture to technological im-

provement and thus to the extension service effort which spreads

.

—
A

. *Especially ifi th 1930's the Cooperative Extension Service
began a running battle withethe Farm Security Administration (the
predecessor to the Farmers Home Administration) over just this
issue of growth versus equity (Rice, 1974, p. 62).

N A ,




that improved technology. While we cannot subject this hypothesis

to a direct -causal test, we can note trends in the relationships

"onfthe~substantial decline—in- the*rural*population--the—original—

audience for the extension serv1ces--and the continuous trend of

the extension program to expand its £« :nd- and personnel. The

substitution of new audiences for old ones is a.result of - this

- - -
PN -

. -

is illuminating (Chart XXXII) - Even for“agricultural agents, the

¥ -

decline is striking, from about 2,700 farms per agent in 1920 to .

lests than 500 in 1970. The average farm acreage per agent has

due to the increased sizecof .farms. Determining an -"optimum"

° *

_ the relative size and complexity of their operations and of the

technology to be communicated--a task with wmany inconclusive di~

- -
- b

mensions and virtually no relevant data. -

. Measures of the scope of services provided hy the extension
program are complicated by the shortage of comparable data from

4 4

different time periods. It is possible to construct some pProxy

measures, however. One such measure is the "constant dollar cost

~ [ - . L

per extension employee”. 1If we assume that most of the change in -

.

'the salary for a given position may be attributed to allowing for
the effects of inflation, then an adjustment for constant dollars

removes this effe.t. The cost ver employee includes both'salary

A

. 8

cost§ and the cost . all théasupplemental services other than

individual time which the extension service provides. Therefore, _

.

vetween the:factors we have indentified We have already commented

. 4 -
trend. An examination of the number of farms per extension age. t -

decreased.less~sharply,.from hbo,ood acres to abeout 182,060 acres~- |

numbet of farms per agent would certainly have to take into accouunt ’

¥




cate the trend for supplemental/ ervices. This trend (in Chart ’
‘XXXI{%J‘is~generallyHupderdv—withrTrsharpgdeciine‘in}the World

-War lI oeriod.‘ By thrs measure, the extension program is now

‘to the'recipients.

* provideéd. The genérally exponential shape of the curve is readily

‘ﬁredictable from a combiration.of the linear decrease in the / TeoL-
- - Pl .

. each year; however, special research would be required to looﬁ_

w
\
-

_5o-

the constant dollar cost\;ér employee includes a fixed component

]

for the individual salary,_and\\ge treand in the line should indi-

Y 4 : .

oroviding total services which cost three times as much in con-" \
stant dollars as they did in 1920. This assessment Jdoes not, \
however, consider the effects of these services or their value /

M

" The investment in extension services per farm (Charts XXXIV ) ]

and XXXV) is anorher possible measur ~f the scope of assistance |~

number c¢f farms and the geometric + -~vease in extension service / -

program costs. Again, the returd on this investment is difficult
i AP . . : 3 /
to assess. Quite possibly, one could demonstrate that each faﬂm

- w I3

gets at least -$50 worth of benefits from the extension servicé

- P .
< : I

-

into this question more precisely. The per capite cost of the
extension program in constant dollars to the people of the U.S.
has increased sharply from 7¢ in 1920 to about 55¢ in 1970

(Chart XXXVI). Again, the degree tovo which this cost is offset .

.

by benefits cannot precisely be determined on the basis of

” -

existing dataf We currently spend a smaller portion of our total

income for food than previously (although in constant dollars,

we spend a larger amount of mcney for food, a result perhaps due

to increased‘consumbti n and Higher processing and middleman

-

charges). . . ; S




Perhaps the'fairest assessment of .Lhe extension program is

#
”

to congsider its reJationship to basic agricultural productivity. ) o

) v - >

Certainly there are many factors other than extension inputs

mﬁinvolved in productivity increases.‘"However;“it'ma} Be“possiﬁle‘”“““““—f

-

to assume that there is a_ fairly constant component of such

- . . Tm
-

increases which may be attributed to extension service activities.

—Calculations based on tbis assumption are. summarized in,Charts

XXXVII and XXXVIII' it appears that- costs are not substantially

= .  higher today (in constant dollars) for the exténsion service

. inputs to fhncreased corn pro ctivity than in'earlier years. - - -

kd

Under. this productivity cridejioﬂzof extension.service‘effects,
no. diminution of the effectiveness of ghe extension effort is ) f-f%
.evident, despite the large increases noted earlier In extension

cost pér,farm and per agent. - : \ . ' . -

e

- It should.be'emphasized again that the relationships drawn

@« b4 . - °

between extension activities (inputs) and farm productivity out-

1

comes are by no means causal statements, The data to test causal

hypotheses are simply not available without considerably more

b

Lo ) 4 . .
R basic research on the relevant relationship funcétions than is 3?2

present available. A generally positive set of associations have
been observed rhus far. It would be at least is correct, as . °

Hightower (1972) does, to correlate extension activities with

rural depopulation and demoralization, the increasing concentration

-

of land and capital in a relatively few agribusiness.hands;;and

&
the decline in taste and nutritive quality of our mass-produced

food--and at least as incorrect to attribute causality Ulei-

mately, the effects of the extension services make themselves felt W -




in extremely complicated ways. Perhaps it is not necessarily . ‘1

e \ s =,

important ‘for purposes of t is report to, be able t0zmake unequiv1

i

ocal statements - rout the effectS~of the extension services on

* v

U.S. agradulture". “What is important is to see how the extension RN

- N . . -7 s

program has,changed how agricultural and social patterns have

~changed, and how the two sets-of changes have interacted to create

the image of the extension service as an effective and cheap way 7:;;

to diffuse technical knowledge .in agriculture.ﬁ Hand in hand goes ;jﬁ

- - - -

the need to explain the ambiguities of that experience and the ,; - E
T \ . . -
special, unreplicable circumstances .which have\conditioned that . .-

[
-
. f"ﬁ(

IS

= evolution.

s okl
]

1

I

-

: Overview and Summary - \

~

. The history of the U.S. agricultural extension program does fi?

-not divide itself neatly and paradigmatically into a series of

evolutionary stages.. Rather, it represents avgradual alteration

of the pattern of systematic interrelationships Between technology nril

. creators, interpreters, and users. Befote presenting our conclu-
;t: -_sions‘about the U.S. experienco ith.agricultural extension>

%7\ ’ services, it is:appropriate to review'briefly how these interre;
lationships have chaﬁged. " . ~ - ’ -7 fj;

When the extension service began,“it formed a linkage be~-

tween the producers of agriculturll'technofogy and the users of
these innovations, who were predominantly independent operator— -
clients. The extension agent (the linker) for<the most part

carried his informatioun in his head or in some immedia%e refer~

5;3. - ences} Agricultural technology was not particularly s aped by

- LI }

client demand since there were in the ear! stages no mechanisms




e  first to the county agent, during his university training in

-53- "

P ot . vt
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for feeding back .such demands into the research system. Thus

- > -

the information flow -in the early extension service system was

agriculture, aad thence from him’ directly to individual farmers.

This relatively simple system soon became modified with the N

-

inclusion of feedback systems to guide agricultural résearch into

‘directions which county agents could identify fas areas of im—'

- mediate concern to their clients. The provision of large new

X -

=

amounts of public money for agricultural research stimulated the

.

production of new technology, and created the demand for extension

‘service subject—matter-specialists to form a new link between the

-

county agent “and the technology—generating‘system. The pattern
- - - ‘ ~

"thus became-one in'which the county agent formed a 1link between
the7farmer-client‘and -he extension specialist, and so another

"

layer of interpretation was. created between- the client and the

system. * - .- ’ . ' ’ -

- Meanwhile, forces were acting to change the nature of the

client group. The general depression in agricultural prices
. which lasted thr 3h the @ntire peridd between the two World Wars

exerted strong economic pressure on farmers, and drove out those

a

-

whose operations were only marginally profit *le. _Those farmers

-~

take.advantage of the new technologv which the extension agents

were making available.. No data exist to judge the degree to which

the county agents were offering technology that was accessible
only-to the wealthy. However, in practice it was those who -could

'afford to adopt these innovations who remained in farming, taking

" who survived were those who could accumulate capital and land and —
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P

ST T :

R e

'over the land of those who could not. In some cases, land fe11 7

into the hands of corporations, either pre existing or formed for -

the purpose, largely because of the superiority of the corporate v-f?j

—form of organization in the accumula ’ion of the necessary-capital, DA

i*:*””jbase. "Thus the nature of the client group for,the’exteusion

services underwent a slow and partial shift, away from the indi- fff

vidual entrepreneur and toward. the_corporate farmer, many of

— whom;had independent a:cess to agricultural technology. ~In many

. cases, then, the local extension agent found that the most sucess-

o ' ful farmers no longer needed him -as a conduit for agricultural ] f;f

L technology, they preferred to reach directly to the universities

£7 and thus form their own links with researchers

PR — R

-~

The county agents, ‘in turn, began to discover.other denands

- for their assistance from rural non-farm people and, ultimately,
_ from urban audiences. As the bounds on their audiences became

'1ooser, the nature of_the information which they had to dispense

‘became more and more widely dispersed and the need for the exten-

sion specialist as intermediary between the researcher and the

agent, more striking. Specialists in more diverse areas were’

oo > -

required. The permfzsable subject-matter of the extens on services
1

e underwent a radica roadening; the effect was to require a more

1
. .

Ao . -compiicated research and backup system. -

At the same time, there was nofslackening of the demand for:

sfurther advances in agricultural technology. The strongest de~

"

mands came, as might be expected, from the most articulate and

o best-organized farmers (partly -through their pressure group, the

'American Farm Bureau Federation). What these larger farmers

63
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demandedAwas, for the most part, more capital—intensive tech=--

‘nology, which offered the highest returns for the capital they

3

had to invest. The effect of this concentration of extensionk

s I S S

-

3servicc activities on capital -intensive agriculture was, of

course, to leave the poorer farmer even more disadvantagedh since

—the extension agent did not have much to offer him. This pro-

-

Cess, in turn, increased the exodus from the farms, and encouraged

Ay

the increasing concentration of the most productive farming opera-
- : \

tions. in the ‘hands of corporate structures. \

‘At present, the extension agent -is a multidimensional conduit

for a wide variety of tech,ology to a wide variety of audiences.

- .

His original audience, the independent farmer needing technical

’

expertise, is becoming extinct. - The. need for change—agent ry in

~its original missionary sense has'largely disappeared, at. le st in

t -
.

relation to the farm audience, although it remains an extension

-

service preoccupation for ‘the new, poor, prban audiences. - Vo

" Thus the agricultural extension services have undergone major

changes’of focus. Today, there is no one "agricultural extension

model"; lnstead there is a consistent set of assumptions and

- -

philosophies about technology generation, transmigssion, and com-

munication, and a constantly shifting set of administrative

arrangements, priorities, and operating systems within this frame-

work. The extension‘system hae displayed remarkable persistence

and ability to restructure its relationships as conditions changed,

and this adaptability may be its most striking and important

-aspect.

644:
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Conclusions

/s
"In this review of rhe development of “the Cooperative Exten-

o

sion.Service'in the U.S., we have_ noted _a.number of different

- . : ~ . \‘
stages in the development of the system and a‘number of consistent
- : ) SRV

elements which appear at different stages in different form. To

summarize our review, we present here an outline of these elements .

-

and how they have changed. ‘ ’ ' ‘ ; .

~

‘ We believe there are eight main elements in the agricultural

extension'model, which we state in general terms so that.these

s

e1ements can be used to analyze other research utilization systems

Y

‘v
in our summary of the various cases we revie%i -

*
3

l. 'A critical mass of~new teéhnology, s6 that ‘the digfusion :

system has a body of innovations with potevtial usefulness to

practitioners. - . . .

2. A research sub-system oriented to utilization,. as a

«

result of the incentives and rewards for researchers, research
1 -

-

funding policies, and‘the nersonal ideologies of the researchers.,

3. . A high degree of user controf over the research utiliza-

,tion process, as evidenced through client participation in po’ :y

- v . 5

determination, attention to user-needs in gulding research and
extension decisiqg;, and the importance accorded feedback from .
clients ‘on the system's effectiveness. ?; o o .

.

4., Structural linkages amotrg the %esearch utilization sys-

tem S componenteg, as provided by a shared conception of system, by -

¢ s A
®use of a common "language" by members of, the system, and by a

x

= common sense of mission. Such internal linkage between researchers

and users must be maintained over time.
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5. A high degr ee of client contact by the linking sub-

system, which is facilitated by reasonable agent: client ratios

and by a relatively homogenous client audience.

\

be offered about‘the;agricultural extension model:

6. - A" spannable" ‘social distance across eusch interface

PR
o . £

—between components in the _ystem, -1n which the social distance .

Y
- I

may reflect levels of professionalism, formal educaxion, techni"al

Vexpertise, and specialization.. Generally, these variables de-

t

_crease in degree as one moves from the research sdb-system (where

Ph D.'s are usually employed) through linkers, to the~ client
- . esu U S

- - * -

- sub~-gystem. S : - e

Y Evolution as-a. complete system, rather than the research

.

'utilization system having been grafted on' as an additional compo-j?r

.

nent of an existing system. .
. pu

8. A high degree of. control by the system over its env;ron-

menx, and thus the system is able to shape the environment rwther

than passively reacting to Changes in this environment.‘ Such a

5

system is 1less likely to face unexpected crises or competitors,

‘.

and usually can obtain adequate resources. The degree of .control
is expressed through the system s power base, its perceived t .
legitimacy, and its amount of political ~legal influence.

Table 1 details‘how ‘these elements have coexisted at four

' [

general stages in thefevolutiOn of Cooperative Extension Service.

.We will returnto these elenents as a framework for analyzing

E4

other experiences with the extension model after our case reviews

.
v

of these'experiences. For now, the following generalizations may

-
"

’

wt




Table 1. -

Main Elements in the Agricultural
Fxtension Servioe Over Time: v

- 1; -~

* Main nlements ia

L4

Eras in the Development of ‘the Agricul ural Extens1on4Model in the U.s.

-

_the’ Agricultural

Pre-Fxteasion - Institutionalizatic"
Extension Model

(1862-1910) 71912 about 1925)°

Growth” " °.
(About~1925-about 1955)

- . Reecent - -
" (About 1955 to the present)

_A critical
mass of new .-
- technology

. Q

Little; concen-
‘trated in the
- private sector

research bpase

-

27 A.researcn Dominated by in-
sub-system dividual entrepre-
. oriented to neurs/inventors

"+ <, utilization (e.g., farm.mach.n-

>

. ' " ery inveators)

,Utilization focus ‘s
kept by res9archers
wiih farm backgrounds

2 . e

7 3. A high de- r ‘mer ‘control Rise of Farm Bureaus
] gree of user exerted "through at the local level
control over the market for - ) )
2 the research:, techinology 3
- utilization
: system,

4. Structural
linkages among
the res.arch -

Linkages between
land-grant col-
leges and agri-

County agents form
linkage between A
farmers and 1-search-

‘utilization ! cultural experi- ers .
system's ) ment stations
components . ,

5. A high degre~
of client con-

Little regular-

County agents estab- .
ized contact of

lished\in almost

tact by the agricultural ) every county in the _
linking suh- experts with U.S. .
system farmers

. T .
Growth of academic ~°- -,

Increasing speci 1iza-
tion’ of researca fields,

.start of the "agriculs ~

-~

tural revolution'

" o
]

Development ;Z reward - -

syster' to encburage .
resea translation -
into N

tice

‘

Farm Bureaus federaté into- -~

a national pressure ‘group,
and are replaced as locil
program planning todies hy
county. advisory councils .

SN

.Extension-specialist role

added to improve linkage’
between county agents
and researchers ‘

*  Total number of extension

staff triple during 30-
ye<ar periocd from 5,000 to
15,000, while number of
“irmers decrease ) ,

- The ' agricultural rev- ,7
olution"; federal funds .
for reséarch xeach about
"$200 million per year =

Rewzrd sysgem continues

to encouiage utilization

et

- - . <=

Farmer participation jin
extension program plan=
ning continues ,

Researchers ard special- ’3
ists now ‘inked to agri- -
business firms, and - o
through. covaty agents, to
non-farm audiences :

[ 54

Decline in county-level
extension staff, while

' state specialists in-
crease in numbers; about’
500 farmers per extension .
agent

~




‘Table 1.

Continued

] between com-
' pcnents in the

- system * .

. 7. Evelution as Little previous
a complete agricultural re-
system .earch until

a - land-grant col-"
leges and agri-
- cultural experi-
o, . ment stations are
‘ established
8. A high degree Land-grant col-
- of control by leges enjoy
the system public support
over its :
environment

a

County agent estab- -
lished as a new
linking sub-system

Involvement of local
Farm Bureaus¥in sup-
porting extension
services; county
agents have high cred-
ibility for farmers

-

Extension specialists
arise as another new
part of the extension .’
system

Support for appropri-
ations from AFBF
(American Farm
Bureau Federation)

» " Main E,ements in Eras in the Development of the Agricultural Extension Model in the U.S. . ) ‘i

. the Agricultural Pre-Extension Institutionalization Growth Recent -, - '
"Extension ﬁqul (1862-1910) (1911-about 1925) (About 1925-about 1955) (About 1955 -to the present)

16. A "spannableN No _effective County agents link Extension specialists -Greater exgepsion efforts- -
" social dis- \\ cortact between effectively with added in order to 1link on non~farm topics and 7

. tance across - _ researchers and their farm audience county agents with audiences, but with “ess -

each interface farmers ) researchers success than in technical 7

agriculture

Extension Eontinues along -
familiar lines of organi-..-
zation, but adds wider
scope to .program ]

Cooperative Extension
Service given credit by
public for the "agri-
cultural revolution"
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1. The agricultural extension model has changed considerably

‘'since its orig;n in 1911, in response to alterations in its envis

-~
°

ronment, and these adjustments are one reason for its relative

-

success.

2. Thggagrichltural extension model is based on client

participation in id-~ntifying local needs, program planning, and

3

evaluation Qnd feedback.

-

3. Agricultural research activities are oriented toward

Eotential utilization of res_arch results, such as through reward

systems for researchers, and this pro utilization policy fa- ili-

tates the linking function of the extension specialist and the

county agent.

1<

4. State-level extension specialists are in close social

»
-

and spatial contact with agricultural researchers and professors

in their specialty, and this facilitates their performance in

linking research-based knowledge to farmer problems.

5. The agricultural extension model seems to have been more

effective_in diffusing agricultural p:>duction technology to

farmers, than in its‘latter-day extensions to othér‘subject—matter

content, and to non-farm audiences.

<

6. The .griculturzl extensi an model now recognizes the im-

portance of communication as a basic process-skill of change agents,

and provides communication training on an in-service basis.

7. The agricultural extension model includes not only a

systematic procedure for the diffusion of innovations from research-

ers to farmers, but also-institutionalized means for orienting

research activities toward users' needs; tius the land-grant




college/agricultural experiment "station/extensiom service
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&

ccmpléx is a research ﬁtilization system, including inmnovation-

diffusion as only one component. '_ -

Y]

’

8. If success is measured only.-by continued growth in size

(in’ funds and persohnel)i_the extension services have been highly

‘successful due (1) to their ability.to adjust to envir~nment

7

chapges, and (i) to the strong support of the American Farm Bwfeau

Federation, and.to elite farm teaders.

9. The extension'serviqesf elitist ogientations have invited

criticism for 2 lack of concern with rural social problems, some °

-

of which resulted from the prior activities of the extension ser-

vices in diffusigg,féchnologica? innﬁvations in agricultuce.*.‘

If the first county agehé in'19¥1 could meet his conteﬁpb;axy_
gounter;parts in Broome Coﬁnty we wonder if he would ;ecqgniZC'
their activities as representing extension vork. Lo&*iqcome qides.'
Long distance phone calls to state extensio. specialiéts'in Ithaca.
Talk'éi laggards, opinion leaders, and thq two-step flow of com~

munication. Golden hamsters insteéd of baby beeves.

We doubt it.

Now we turn to the analysis of the seven cases of extendiﬁgk
the agricultural extension model, and‘shift’from our report's
fir;t objective of describiag the agr;cultural exteﬁsion model,
and its effeéts on the agricultural revolution, tb the second

onjective of analyzing its extensions.

*More specifically, the activities of the extencion services
over the years have focused rather narrowly on immediate techunical
problems in agriculture, rather than on the longer-rang:z social,
political, economic, and ecological consequences of te.hnological
change in U.S. agriculture.

72 -
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SOCIAL AND REﬁABILITATION SERVICE (DHEW) EXPERIMENT . D
) ) Al ) p - -

WITH RESEARCH UTILIZATION SPECIALISTS L o

The Social.and Rehabilitation Service (SRS) is one of the
two agencies‘within the Department of Health, Education and Welfare e
to have attempted a research utilization program based directly on 7
the agricultural extension model (the other, as we shall geec, 1is
the U.S. Qffice of Education). The SRS was created in 1968 . by T ?;
merging the former Vocational Rehabilitation Administnation ‘(VRA), -
-1Ke Welfare Administration,»the Administration oniAging, and
several smaller social service programs, to improve coordination'

of income maintenance and rehabilitative programs. "The first

Administrator of SRS was Mary Switzer, formerly the head of VRA,

who had st:ongly championed the rehabilitation approach in federal
government. Under her direction the neh Rehabilitation éernices' . ?f;
Administration (RSA), successor to VkA,‘continued to enjoy_a l;rge
measure of antonomy, even though it was one.sub-~unit inisRS.*
Research authority and funding has been part of the vocational f}
'rehabilitation (VR) effort almost since its creation. However,
research has never been closelyhintegrateo into the actual opera-
-tion of the VR program. In comparison with the Cooperacive Exten-
sion Service, VR is even more a state-operated progranm, with'the:
. federal role largely‘limite' to funding and the setting of broad

program guidelines. Thare are wide differences among the states

in the operation of the VR program, the administrative arrangements,

*It cnould be noted that SRS has been extensively reorganized
since the Pxperience reported here.
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and the quantity and qﬁalifications of staff. Federal research -

" sponsorship has always fé@ted in a central "research office"

which related to the state-opera‘“ed VR activities through the

director of the VR program. The separation between thé line.

-

" offices administering Vk-ﬁrdgramg and the staff office setting .

research priorities has apparently led to some questions abort

the "relevanca" of research and the "utilization" of the research

results. -

A compiicating factor was “the touchy political situation

surrounding the VR program. Under Ms. Switzer, the prbéram estab-

‘lished a reputation as omne of the few federal programs whiéh in a =3

sense "paid for itself" in terms of it§ contribution of trained

(rehabilitated) people to the .economy. This reputa;ion was. care-

7fu11y cultivated through an elaborate reporting system in which

"case closures'" were the primary measure of success, and as a =

-

result of this strat2gy, the VR program consistently had support RS

from all parts of the political spectrum in Congress. VR research - =

" funds over the years apparently were influenced by a sensitivity
co Congressional interests on the part of the administratfrs.
: !
Thus research directions were not guided directly by prackitioners'

needs and problems. - C ' -
Thus there emerged a large body of research findingé re{igipg

to rehabilitation str;tegiég—and methods; for which no pre=-

‘established utilizaticn »nrocedure gxisted. At the same time,

incregsing pressures on stace VR operations began to create needs

for program improvement innovationg, and the logical questfon S

arose as to how che research literature could meet these needs.
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In general, the main conduit for such research-based infornation

had been literature-searching by individuals in some state VR

agencies. 'In 1966, follow' .g pressure on the federal VRA from-a
conference of state Vﬁﬂdirectors * an "Office of Research Utili-

zation was set up in Washington, and publication of Research

Briefs was established to précis some of the research literature

-
~

into a more useful form.
The rather small steps toward research utilization were

followed in 1968 by an experiment with "research utilization

‘..

’ specialists (RUS) in the state VR agencies. This effort, patterned

explicitly on the agricultural extension model , ** established nine
pilot projects in statec VR offices ( ‘ne state was. chosen from each
of the HEW regions). Ninety percent fgderal fundiﬁg was provided,
with each RUS budgeted atﬁfro $25,000 to'$50;600 per year kﬁacﬁerL
and'Graser, 1974Y. Thus the total RUS operation'represents about
$2‘million'in'federal and state funds over the five year'peripd'of
experimentation. jRSA éuidelines for the RUS projects'su;gested

.

that applicants should have at least a Masters' degree and: two

’years‘of experience as a rehabilitation counselor at the operational

level. - Primarily, the new RUS's had been counselors and administra-

tors on the staff of a state VR agency. Three of the new RUS's had

>

*At this conference in December, 1966, much interest was shown
by state and federal VR officials in the agricultural extension model.

**The 1968 Guidelines from the RSA creating the research utili-
zation specialists began: "These Guidelines are based on research |,
utilization experiences in fields other than rehabilitation, one of
the early models being that of the Coun.y Agricultural Agent"
(Hamilton and Muthard, 1375). .




PH.D.’s.* Agmiqigfgation of the RUS program was delibefately ief;
" to the discretion of each of the nine states (an approach thor-

" oughly consistent with the history of the VR progranm generallf) to

tional systems.

In 1973 the Office of Research’Utilizat;on, together with the

< &

other research programs préviéusly operated bty the component
agencies within SRS, was moved‘to the Office‘of the Aséistant’
Administrator (SRS) for Planning, Evaluation; and Research. This
'cgntrali1atibn of fhe research function within SRS ma;kéd a | ‘
édn;inuatién of the treﬂd to separate research from opera&ions,
and gave added Weight-to~the necessity to dg;élbp an effective

utilization scheme. .
.

;"\' An involved evaluation effort by Edward Glaser and Associates

of Los Angeles (Glaser and Backer, 1973; Backer and Glaser, 1974;

nine projects, and forms the basis fdr‘the following review. A
questionnaire to more than 1,500 rehabilitation professionals in-
the iine states was supplemented with field visits and document
analysis. | ’
Compa?ability between the state RUS projects is severely
hampered by the enorméus disparfties between the projects in terms

of client load, complexity of administrative mqqh;nery, and

relative influence of the RUS function. However, a few cdnsistent

S

*And had been high-level state officials in their VR agency,
suggesting they may haye possessed a high degree ¢ organizational
power, but not necessarily a firm commitment to o.ganizational
change.

76

encourage éxperimehtation with different organizational and opera- -

Glaser .and Bécker, 1975; Hamiiton and Muthard, 1975) followed the




generalizations can be drawn from the RUS experience: -

<

1. The RUS's had to create their own sets of functions,
"dependent largely on their own relationships with the rest of the
staff and the place within the pierarchy of the state organization
where they came to rest. There‘was no "great groundswell" of
need for their services which needed only to beJtapped.. On the
contrarp} the RUS's had xovfirst find piecesAof~research to utilize,

then work out a setting in which to utilize them. Their most

successful activities were a series of such special "blue—ribbon

4

Projects--two or three to a state-enyther than an ongoingcresponse i

to the felt needs of line staff for research~based information[

<

Generally, the problem of gaining und stanaing and acceptance of

their role as .research-to- pract1ce linkfrs continued to plague

the.RUS's.*

2. .The "clientele" of[the RUS were not the persons to ‘be.
rehabilitated, but rather péofessional individuals in the acminiQ
strativeAstructure of the’%ocational rehabiljtaticn agency. Thus,

ithe RUS s were move like the extension specialist in the state
exteneion services: than the county’ agent. The RUS's visibility
within their state agency had much to do with the.impact of their
research utilization function, Over the nine projects, 51 percent‘
of the professionals surveyed had had some contact with their RUS-

(Glaser and Backer, 1975). This problem of visibility is par-

ticularly important sincey as we noted earlier, it—was largely up

*In several of the nirne states, the RUS's formed a project
advisory committee of VR agency officials, which was considered
helpful ‘in gaining acceptance of their function (Hamilton and
Muthard, 1975 p. 46).
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knowledge mighf be able to alleviate. ;t~seéms quite clear that, ;

based on research.

' a a i . .
utilization of research findings was sporadic and limited by sheer

S -67- ' ' .
to the RUS himself to identify needs which his research-based o

staff members in state rehabilitation agencies are not trained to
identify problems as "researchable" questions--the degree to which

they are_led to think of res;arch as having'problem solutions

.

P

largely depends on presenting them with new, p;edefined proérams

~

3. The greatest requnse was to RUS activities which impfoved }7i§

the ability of the individual counselor (rehabilitation caseworker) [ ii

to "close cases". Placement workshops in Massachusetts, parapro- - ffT%

fessional training programs in New Jersey, and the like, were besc j'é?
- . -2
received. In general, RUS projects which dealt with the expansion i}>}§
of services (pafticﬁlarly in V;sconsin and Missouri) were less f_fig

e

opular. .Research utilization priorities, which im thé'pilot

framework appeared to be shaped primarily by wvhat topiqé an iandi-

\
1

vidual RUS could get someone to listen‘to, are thus more responsive"ifi

to%immediate'crises than to aystem-level growth .nd anficipag}on of »«i;
\ : . e
future requirements. e , . \ S
L S . -

4.- As long as the RUS operation remained {}mited to a single

individual somewhere in the stat. rehabilitation burs2icracy, the

availability of time, even if ‘the administrative setting was

\ ) » i} °

congenial, In Califo}nia, where the state VR operation employs a. -

staff of about 1,300, the vzry e#istence of the RUS was known only

\

in a narrow radius around the|state headquarters in Sacramento, .
‘ , . ,
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and the RUS was faced with a rather hopeless client ratio.* Clearlfyf?,

simply grafting a "research ntilizetion" function into an otherwise//

. . N o P
‘unchanged system does .not produce wideﬁchanges in organizational

tehavior. | . K .',

5. 1In general,.the experlence with the RUS's did not justify
_all the earlyohopes for the new arrsngement, although a”nunper of
real sccomplishments were recoroed. The RUS'projects have, qg/
relativeiy snall"costl introduced some innovations-into ninf/state
Vﬁ operations, and may continue to do so in some cases. They have _JEf

not generally succesded in establishing routine access of these

xi'it agencies' employeés to tne mass of rehabilitation research, or in fi?
creating a "research utilization climate". They have beén-;bout hlr;;z
as effective as any small demonstration grant project in tne areas
?% ' which they have addressed (the so-calleac "blue~ribbon" projects),

but that limited success has little to do with.the deeper question

of research utilization. Any.stste agency, if it has the funds,

can h;ways find one or two pieces of research to turn into demon~-

o strations. Thus, the RUS activity in_the SRS hés not come to.-grips”

f | . - « .
with the basic problem: ow to bring the mass of research results

together with a full range'of agency problems. 1

ifr : 6. There has, however \been enough payoff from the RUS effort

T s

to maintain six of the nine projects under state funding after the'

\

end of direct £edera1 support in- June, 1974. Only one of the state

-~

. *fhe activitips of each RUS was extended somewhat by his use
o of a microfiche reader and a microfiche set of the 2,000 final .
reports from SRS-funded research and demonstration- projects, Backer
- and Glaser (1974Y) consider this use of an automated information v -
. system to he very helpful to the RUS's. _ : 3 -

79
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programs was terminated prematurely. The administrative arrange-

L .
ments have in most cdses been substantially rearvanged after the "~

s"‘ end-of federal funds.’

—

-

P Lo -

B The roots of thls’discouraging experience can probably be’ V’
e f ‘traced to certain features of both the VR program generally, and

2 -

to the specific impléméntation of the RUS strategy. First, over

the years the VR program has built its reputation for sucéeqs on

¥ -

its rate of éasé—cloqures--thét:is, persons rehabilitated to e

= productive life. The reportiqg system, whigh in‘someAstates is

o virtually a "closure quota" system, puts a high’premgum on rapid

o ) o . ) :
S handling of each client case. Clearly, research aimed at iden-

tifying new classes of unmet needs will not be likely to find .

ready acceptence in such an administrative climate; any research

' which speeds the c.se closure process will be accepted% provided§;

the alfeady overworked counselor does nom‘himsglf have fo‘think \'
. ' ’ : :
the problem through. Giver. the nature of this demand structura, #

perhaps the "special project” emphasis of the RUS at the state

iir - office level is about the best variety of research utilfzation —}{
which could be expected. . ' : B
Second, the fact that the RUS represented an "outside graft"

, onto the state structure, rather than an ofganic growth out of it,

< . R

ffﬂ' reinforcéq the separafiop of research utilization versus case

%f‘ ~ closure priorities which we have noted previously. Extra federal

o . »

dollars, even edrmarked dollars, are usually welcomed by state
agencies~~-but the traditions of federal project grants, and the

methods of accounting for them, reinfor-.:e a pattern in which the l‘f}-

* "federal -project" is seen as an activity separate from the normal e

0 -« K




run of state-level agency administration. A dynamic wae set up

hetween thenreguiar staff and the RUS which implied that they were

seeking separate.éoals--rather then moving .toward a syrthesis of
purposes. This-"aséribed conflict” in the position of the RUS pht'.

a ver - iLeavy strain on the personal resources of individuals

’
P
b i . &

occupying the positiorn--a strain which was only in a few cases “aw LT

[}

overcome. ‘ . . : ‘ ) ;
¥Finally, the entire RUS project illustrates the weakness and

slippage inherent in ‘a system where research priorities are set =
7 -
at the federal level,‘largely in terms of rystem-wide needs, and

¥’

> ’

utilization is sought at the stategand local level, whose priori-

3 2 T
3 7 . -

ties r y be quite different. ' Two .separate hierarchies tend to s

have at least two separate sets of- goals-—and the separation be—‘

.
3 ' -

tween the hierarchies camplicates the resolution of differences.

3

. ¢ . -

To expect a single "linking-pin" resedrch utilization.spécialist

to overcome this di3continuity requires a substantial "leap into” . -

N L
> LT

faith"., It is to the credit of SRS that they spbnsored an ex-

Atensive and realistic evaluation of the RUS activity, and that

the'evaluation results were given wide attention by state aﬁ%'
I < .. ‘ . ” P | -
federal,officiaIs”in the RSA and Sfo BT . =

4 <«

However, in this case of the RUS in the SRS the agricultural

extens lon model in application seems to have foundered on a . L0

combination of'orgapizational and admiqistrative dynamics, con-’

¢

flicting priorities, ands lack of a clear view of just what the

role of the RUS was supposed to be. /j-

s
-

" So we‘cohtlude that despite some successes in Introducing

changes in 'state operations} the SRS experiment with research

= . e



ut 1ization specialists (RUS's) was 'a largely unsuccessful attempt

~
to éxtend the agricultural extension model Lecause it neglected

< . . g X . .

certain elements_in the - model. Thé RUS appreac o started with a -

body of completed résearch, and triied to get it translated into

- ~ 4 ~ ‘
use. It did not create a research utiljzation system, : -

<
- s ”
[ . . -

Lo . THE U.S:‘OFFICE OF EDP"CATION EXPERMIMENTS WITH

. EDUCATIONAL EXTENSION.AGENTS

v The U.S. Office.of Education (0E) camp to 1ts research role

S

. much\larer than VRA, but with considerably more impetus. Until : ,;,\z

the/late 1950's the OE was a veiy small”’ ‘group of subject-matter

specialists, administering a few small p;ograms of assistance to
étate education agencies (SEA' s) for limited pruposes. The

National Dafense Education Act of’ 1958 marked the beginning of

the grpwth of OE.ir.o a major organization, but it was not until .

. 3

s =

the Elementary and éecoddary Education- Act of 1964 (ESEA) that

*

the real shock occurred:, In two years the aggncy quadrupled in o

o -
A,size, and took over a w qle new range of functions and" pdwecs of

¢
.

.'regulation and contiol "in education. - | : | R o
~ _,_/—-’“— . T-

2 . ¢ - .
’ ., .

Title IV of "the ESEA created a‘'new program of education
research érants, and the OE reorganization of 1965 set up a Bureau
of Research (BR) to administer this activity; it contained divi-
sions of elementary education research, higher education reseatch;
. vecatidnal education research--in’ short, it was sutposed to serve

! as the research arm of the o_her component bureaus of OE, which

&

accordingly had no research programs of thei:r own. The suddeness

of the growth of this area, and the creation of BR, di¢ nots allow
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. / " »
OE to develop a fully rational plan fo» the effective utilization~

of its rquarch‘fupds. Instead, for several years BR was content
to fund applications as they were received, since thers were few
resourcg-constraints. By the late 1960's, with the beginning of

federal funding cutbacks, BR moved to a "centers of excellence"

.

concept, creating a set of R&D centers and 20 "regional educational

- 3

laborato . ies" to orient research activities toward develdpiné‘

educational irnovations. However, there was still no QE}lization

plan, and relatively little monitoring to see what use was being
[ . ’

~ <

made of the centers so created.*

-One of the activities emerging from this period of retrench- -

ment in the research function was a computer-based .research 2

cataloging system called "Educational Resources Information Center"

(ERIC). Patterned on successful systéms such as the National

LiBfary of iJine, ERIC was seen as an information éystem to

.

" bring research results together in order to exredite a search

process ‘by users. It was essentially a passive resource, but ité
representedAa step toward'applyingégesearch results to particular
areas; at least it made it possib1e<to determine whicp areas and
topics had been studied. The ERIC system Qas implemenszd through
a series of 17 clearinghouses throuzﬂout the country, and was

centrally managed by BR's Division of Educational Technology.

-

As BR's efforts began to be more closely scrutinized on .. ___

utilization criceria in a period of declining resources, attention

*A useful review of the vafious research-to~-practice linkage
systems in the field of-U.S. uycation is Butler-Paisley and
Paisley (1975).

o

83
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‘turned increasingly to ERIC--one of the most solid products of tﬁe
whole educational research effort. While it was a resource of
unquestioned value, it was clear that it was not béiﬁg tapped to
anywhere near the degree that it might be.( The cost.and effort
involved for teachers Eo use ERIC simply was greager than they

could afford. An evalﬁ%fion survey of ERIC users in 1970 by

Frey 11972) found thag 62 pércent of the’ﬂiers wére college stu&ents.
Only 21 percent'of the users we;c teacheré.r ‘

In 1970, the reorganization of OE broke up the old Bureau of
Resev'ch; and ER£C became:part of tﬁe new National Center for
Education Communication. NCEb determined that a concentrated effort
to increase the vse of research resources should be tested, and
acrordingly begaﬂ the "Pilot State Dissemination Project" in 1970-- .
again, as in the SRS case, !ased explicitly on the agricultural
extension model, ‘even to the name "educational extension agents".

From the beginning, the thrust of this approac% was t( “‘ncrease the

utilization of ERIC.

Educational Extension Agents

¢

"The effort was fairlx}small-scale, limited to seven areas in
three states. Each area had a full-time "educational extension
agent" assigned to it, :who roamed through the schools in the area

(one or ‘more school districts) 160king for teachers who had

.«

problems about which there might be research solutions. In gach

of "the three state education agencies theye was an information

il S0)

retrieval sp€cialist (or group) who took the réquestg\kiigépg in
. o A *

P

by the local agents and searched the resource bank (pr‘marily ERIC)

for ap ropriate references. When appropriate information was
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identified, the apent woﬁld take it back'Fo the requestor. .The
agents also playad a vériety of congultative roles,/depénding on
their particular expertise. The Qost significant part of the
.experiment, however, was the usz of the educational (xtension

agents as intermediaries between the research banks and the poten-
3

tial users (that is, teachers). The goal was to avoid setting
. A

up an ascribed j'expertise gap" between users and the information

system.* FurtHer, the agent/client ratio was much more reasonable

than for the RUS's, with about five to ten school buildings and

—

100 to 200 teachers-per agent. .

As in the SRS program,.the role of the ﬁédqcatibnél extension
agent'" was largely developed by the individual occupying the po-
sition, and each of the seven opefafed somewhat differently. 1In

Zm

contrast to the SRS RUS's, the OE agents were not directly a part

of the organization to which their services were being rendered--

the OE "clieénts" were teachers and school administrators, while

the educational extensiocn agents were identified as SEA personnel.
- . -‘\‘
The educational extens’ . agents' "authority" was thus consulti..,

and demanded a rather astute mixture of rational problem-solving

pe
-

and inter-personal relations to build appropriate working connec-
tions with the systems, schoolc, and teachers with whom they worked.
What was needed was a degree of informal manipulation of the power

structures in the local school systems; most of the agents became

-

*In fact, Sicser (1973b) concludes that a crucial factor in
the acceptance of tne educational agents was their similarity in
superior subject knowledge or organizational rank between the
agent and the teacher-clients .
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very adept at this ability during the ,experiment. This laék‘of

— official power was a positive factor in increasing the acceptance

of the agents' service;.not only were certain intraorgar -ational
dynamics avoided,.but the agents had to "try harder", rather than

relying on the system to see them through. The right of the client
to dgfiﬁe his needs and choose his solutions meant that the educa-

tional extension agent was not held responsible for providing 'bad

4
4

information", and was an important factor in the teachers' accept-

~ance of the extension alents (Sieber, 1973p).

F

Like the SRS, OE deserves considerable credit for carrying

out a full-scale evaluation of the project while . was under way

(through the Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University). -

It is by no means a usual pattern for demonstration programs in e

DHEY to receive so careful a reviacy. The evaluationm in- the QOE case

was geverally posiﬁive, indicating that the presence gﬁ‘fie agents

J——— o
P “

Fa

in the target areas had 'indeed led to a much greziefrutilizatibn
: -~

of the ERIC research bank than existed ip non-target areas, and

-

that the results of the service'were generally satisfactory to the
teacher recipientsr(Sieber, 1973€ﬂ§nd‘1973b; Sieber and Louis, 1973;
Sieber and others, 1972).*% . , -

A number of specific guidelines for a fuliér program emerge&

from the evaluation, particularly in terms of administrative and

support arrangements. However, several key questions about the

*One federal official who was involved with this program
suggests that the evaluations may have been less critical than
deserved due to modest initial expectations about program accom-
plishments.
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<3

reasons for varjiations in utilizatisn rates remained a mystery and
resulted in uncertaint&_aﬁd debate ab;ut the likely succéss of gn

expanded version of the educational extension prograﬁ. Becau§e of
this uncertainty, plan§ fér a national expansion of éduca;ioﬁal |

extension agents, which were-dev.irped late in 1971, were shelved.
A plan for a mofe modest experimental expansion ofxthe systém ;és
developed in order to re§qlve key questions underlying the debate
over its poténtial success as a national program. This experi—'
mental program was never implemeﬁted, appareﬁtly because ;f loss
of key ag?ncy personnel and shifting agency p-ioriti;s)

‘Departmental qtrategy'in early 1971 called- for services such
as diséeminétion to be developed and fiananced by -SEA's thro;gb

-

reve?gg-sharing an% other mechanisms, rather than through_ﬁgdergl

project grant funds. The experience with revenue-sharing té‘daté}\

however, does not indicate that innovative programs such as an

' extension-network are often implemented by SEA's which are hard-

L] r

{
pressed by competing demands for revenue-sharing funds from

paie ey
7

established programs. Until 1974, the notion of a national educa-
tional dissemination system reméined a good idea whose time had
not yet come. We shall shortly describe the Natio;al Diffusion
Network Progxam thatveventua"y'emerged in 1974~75, and she oW
it built upon some of the experiences gained in the earlie

att- Ht-at,educaticnal extens‘on.

Comparison of the Educational Extension Agents and che RUS's

What are the features of the educationzl extension program

khich led it to a degree of success, rather than to the general
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disappointment_ of SRS's RUS program? We have already noted t@at

the inability of the agents to rély on their "officia) position"

to establish their role required them to develop a network of

unofficial relationchips which proved a basis feor the developmént

o

o of collegial working relationships. Moreover, the prior patterns
~of inter-organizational relations reinforced this defelopiqg

relationsﬂip, in contrast to the staff-line conflict which we

-

- noted with the RUS's. One of'the traditional roles of the SEA

he]

vis-a-vis local school systems has been the }rovision of technical
Py .

research advicegand consultation, and the presence of the 2duca-

““»'\‘.‘{‘,

tional extension agentd>coyld be seen simply as a more ‘effective

means of carrying out th;s:traditionﬁl,function.__In short, the
&3 i ) ’ -
basic value of the service-being provided was mutually agreed upon

- ) by all parties before the arrangement began.
Not only was theré agreement on the general principle inolved,‘

but the educaticnal extensio; agent  was more oriented.to a "re-

sponée to user needs" than was, the RUS approach. In fact, one of

. o
the evaluatdor's criticisms of the educational extension agent

program was that it remained almost excluéivelx,responsive, and

——
.

made 11::15 effort to "diagnose" problems and to help actively in
the definition of neéds. »This in spite of the fact that éﬁe OE
program pegan with an "increase-the-use-§f;ERIC" motivation. By
oper;ting in thie resp02five mode; the OE .xtension agents enjoyed
a high level of acceptance amcng th;ir clients. - Thg RUS's, on the

3

other hand, were often seen as running around with a bag of re-

o

search results trying to find someone to push tﬁem onto, an v

o . approach not endearing to alreadv busy professionals.
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Several observers, including o cfonducted the formal
evaluations, ccm%ented that a maJor departure. of the educational
‘i}'\t{'{ _-
extension agen qfogram from the traditional agricultural extension

‘model is that the potential "adopters" of research results were in

the ecducatignal case located in organizational rather than indi-

-

" vidual seﬁti gs. Teachers are organized in'schools, while farmers
act mainly ag individuals. Thus organizational»dynamics enter
~into ihe adoption decision, as well as individnal criteria. While
this organizational aspect is involved to Q degree, it is certairniy
the case that the educatio%al~extension agents operatel‘in a
climate fay closer to that of themagricultural e#tension model - -
than did th~ RUS's. Many research findings in the educational area'rﬁgi
can be utilized effectively by an individual teacher; relatively N
few needs which surfaced through a mechanism such as the :ducatior
extension agents required system-wide action to implement an inno-
>/ vation. On the other hand, almost-all°of the VR research with
-which the RUS's had to work required system—level activity, ver%
. little was within the power of the individual YR counselor to

o

accept or reject. The RUS could thus'hope at best for a few major

successes; the educational ex.ension agent could look for a large

nu?ber of small successes (that is, innovation—adoptions), vhich,
after alﬂ, is closer to the goal of research utilization and more
parallel with the agricultural extension situation; The agents
were able for the most part to avoid the problem of "multiple
goals" which plagled the R%S effort.

In a peculiar sense, the lack of clear vesearch planning in

the original educational research effort may have made it easier
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_to utilize the results, than in the laee oi the more pric -itized
VR system. Leaving the topics to be researched primarily to the
— interests of the.;esearchers Led to. considerable concentration on
inoiyidual classroom’experimentation, rather than the more
difficnlt school system—level analysis. Ae we‘havereen, +it is
primarily for thie classroom-oriented research that moet oppor-
tunities for utilization existr. Thus the body of research with
which the educational extension agents had to deal was at the
outset more usable, and ‘more relevant to the potential adopters,
;,} ‘than was that available to the RUS' s.: In short, much of the
dif:erence‘in ‘the' two experiences may be attributable to the | .

different nature of the "product" in the two cases, as well as to
‘ - "pre _ ]

the differences in the administrative arrangements employed.

In general, the OE pilot;gioggam, whilé quite limited in

I3

»

. - Scope, was apparently more succéssfui than that of the SRS. 1In
‘ ' “ .
large measure, this difference may be attributed to the fact that .

the educational system.is more ciosel& analogous t- the agricul-

.

tural system than .re the state VR agencie:. 1In . on., ‘the
N OE program was able to dopt a set of administrative arrangements
which avoided many of the scurces of "organizational static"

which appeared in. the SRS apnroach (it should be aadei&tﬂat the

s

. : 7
decentralized, model used by OE could not have been id by SRS,
: bezause of the different nature of the two programs

”>In neither
. case is the evidence clear and unambiguous that the agricultural
extension model is the snle or best answer to the problem of
research utilization; a major part of the utilization problem

o

remaiuns the lack of connection between need~ideutification and the
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®

instization of research and inquiry, and no extension model has

°

satisfactorily cured this 111, found in many federal programs..
However, at least in the case of educational researéh where the
parallels with the agricultural situation are/aot stretched too
thinlz,/the use 0f the agricultural extehsion model can provide
an allev{ation for scme of the more serious difficulties in
research utilization. Neither the U.S. Office of Education nor
the Social and R;habifitnaion Service quite grasped the totai ’ fj
scope of }he agricultu;al extens£on godel: They only implémented :
a system to diffuse existing innovations (based on brior research)

to uéers,«but failed te establiéh ; research utilization szsteﬁ

that also included means by which users' needs ~ould be translated .

~

into research problems. To make a metaphor, OE.and SRS estahlished

-

an _extension service, but not the other components of the land-

grant collgﬁé/agriggitural experiment statidn/éxéensio' service
complex. "Perhaps the SRS and OE.attempts at exteqdipg the wgrif
¢ultural extension model wogld have been relatively marq success-
ful 1f they had implemented the entife research utilizétio? L =
‘éomplex,'insteadvof just the innovation-diffusion compoheng, but !
such 2 broader Rcope.wouid have involved much greater costs and
0 ~ .
necessivated mgjor restructuring of the two organizations, witﬁoqt.
any guarantees of additional success.

1f the U.S. Office of Education experience with educational
éxfension agenés was relatively more suéc;ssful than the Social R
and Reh;bilitation Service's RUS prégram, why might this be sob
We conclude that three considerations would be mosé important in

.

affecting the relative success of these two attempts to exterd

\theAagficultural extension model: -
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1

1. A greater degree of users' needs orientation was displayed

‘by the educational extengion’ agents than by the RVWS's. The

,educational agent started with his client s problem, the ‘RUS with

1
V

his accumulated research- knowledge.
t

2. The education agents' ‘clients were mainiy individua .

o

teachers and administrators, shile the RUS's qlients were -sub-
systems:within the state SRS agency. Thus the client-as~iadividua1‘
assumption of the agricultural extension model was more easily
”transferred to the U.S. Office ofoEducatyon activity, where the
extension agents introduced innovations to teachers, rather than ?
trying to ehange schools. S
3. The educational extension agent had more realistic client
ratios than his“SRS\counterpart. "He typically Qperated in several
local school districts, while the RUS was officially assigned to
serve all of the SRS personne%7in4an entireustateykranging dp to

1,300 in one state.

3 .
2 J . o o .
National Diffusion Network Program

A different approach to the diffusicn of education innovations

- I

was begun by the U.S. Office of Education, with some minimnm
assistance from the National‘Institute of E%ucation (NIE) in 1974.%
It is called the "Nationaflbi?fusion Network Program", and.

represents several important changes and modifications fron

(1) the agricultural extension model, and (2) the educational

«

4

+*NIE was created in.1972 with a goal of reforming educational
practice in the U.S. (Clark and Guba, 1974). At the same time,
however, OE also continued .with its dissemination” activities.

v
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extension agent pilot project of the early 1970's, which ditectly

influenced the diffusion strategies followed by the N tional

] " ’:,
Diffusion Network Program. The most important of these strat-

egies area: ° - !

. 1. The source of educational innovations are developer/

R — ] .

- demonstraters (D/D's), local schools or, school teachers that
i
- invent and develop a nev idea, perhaps with some assistance from

- technical experts like college professors, R°& D labcratories, or
t . ’

commercial.suppliers. In order to become a D/D, a description of

the innovation developed is submitted, along with evaluatiVe evi-
o .

den of the innovation 8 relative advantage, to aa expert com-

v mitt€é in Washington called the Joint Dissemin%tion Review Panel
S . ; i . .
A . (JDRP), composed of OE and NIE staff. 0nce approved by this(
i . * /

committee, the innovation. is considered a "validated practice."

In July, 1974, when the National Diffusion Network Program was

launched, '31 D/D's were approved and funded;'six more were added
'in 1974-71; and 36 more'in 1975, making a toctal of 73 validated /
and OE- funded innovations. In addition, 50 or so other innovatiéns
(and D/D's) were approved, ’but noﬁ.funded by OE.

Obviously, the emphasis on local schoolsxas'inventors/
developers| in the National Diffusion.Network Program reflected'a‘
shift in OE" thinking away from expert R &D sources of educgtional‘

innovations,* and recognized the greater c¢redibility attached to a

D/D's innoffation by c:her school personnel in the target audience.

-

- ‘ *Although in mid-1975, the Far West Laboratory for/ Educationail
' Research and Development was connected to the National Diffusion
Network Program in order to offer technicai assgigtanc '

]
]
.
" ] P
i ’

N T Y e
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applicabls only to certiain schools that have certain common

.expertise'playS'only a minor<r'le in creating the educational

|
i

‘ Also, the relatively large nuymber of innovations included in
the Program (73 funded“about 120 that were validated), and the T.

’wide variety, implied an abandonment of the previous assumpt-on

-

in. the field of education that certain "standard" innovations ' ‘

(like team teaching, programmed instruction, teacher aides,
videotape cassettes, etc.) could each be pwomoted to all public
» ‘7 .

schools. ‘Most of the 53 innévations, in f-ct,. are appropriamely

t

problemns. .
RN

. N .
.The main focus on the bottom-up development of innovations

in g;e»NDN approach is madé‘Workable by the role of the Joint
s

mination Review Panel, which screens out inappropriaﬁe edu~

A

cational innovatioyg 'from the diffusion network. Thus technical

expertise is stilﬂ brought to bear at a- point,whera it can be - - -

'
¢ o

. most useful (in. innovation screening), even though such R & D

'innovations‘(by the D/D's). In fact, the 120 validated practices

-

were selected out of about 300 submitted. . “
- ¥ . ) N ¢
‘The "chairman of the JDRP, a Deputy Commissioner of OE,
stated: "In the past it was enough to say ‘a“program was effective

if someone %isited it and"came back saying, 'The parents love it{”

the Kids loye it; and I’saw it and it looke” good'" (Neill, 1976).

[

" This official'feels that school personnel are now demanding "hard"

evidence that an innovatjon can be advantigeous if replicated in

« O . Ky 4

. "
another site, that changes in cognitive scores or in at itudeés

claimed fdr the innovation is not due o the Hawthorne %ffect or

to a particular settin and a,partlcdlar teacher.+ Further, JDRP
\ N - y 1 ’ , . £
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\: ' v -
"requires that eacﬁ\poteqtial D/D provide cost-dsta so that a

i -

. future adopter can know approximatel& what resources will be

necessary for materials, training, ‘and additional ‘staff if the
) .
iﬁnovationiis adopted.

<;

2. When a D/D's innovation is validated, the D/D méy_be

-

’ . o L .
_provided with federal funds by USOE to provide training about the

innovdtion to*potgntidl adopters, to -produce brochures and other

)
©

mass  media messages about thé‘innovatioﬁ,”and, generally, to

k4

~ bécome a demonstfatorvfor the Innovation (hence the title "de-

0 - <o

'velopér?demqnétratéf"ﬁf Potential adopters can visit the D/D to

observe the innovation in use and to -discuss it with D/D staff,

-who, as might be expected, often displaj a missionary enthusiasm

-

for their innovation. The D/D staff may even demonstraté the

innovation at the potential adopter's site, or at a third site.

v

3. . As Figure 3 shows, "facilitators" are provided to link
“the D/D with "adopters." The facilitators are the equivalent of
theacounfy extension agent in,the agricultural extension model,

-and of the educational extension agent in USOE's education dis-

_éemfnation piiot project of the early 1970's. The facilitators ¢

are federally funded tﬂréugﬁ USOE grants to ;bout 77 projects,
each with a staff of from one to ten facilitators %hb are ré—u
sponsible for. linking the 73 D/Dfs with potential adopters in
all or part of a state.* These facilitator projects were mostly

o ©

“*The 77 facilitator projects were located in 36 states by
the end of 1975; in the remaining 14 states, SEA's were provided
some federal funds under a separate ESEA authorization to carry
out certain of the facilitator activities.
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Fl'gure 3. quadugm oF{ the  OE's National Diffusion Network .
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funded for the one-year period to June, 1975 (with perhaps the

possibility of réfunding on the basis of their .demonstrated:
@ N 3

effectiveness). The responsibilities of the facilitators include
(1) assisting the D/D's in their ;re%g (2) ideniiﬁytng adopters
that represent a range of local school conditions (such as rural,

suburban, and urban communities); for which one of the 73 vali-

dated pfactices are applicasle, an&r(S) assisgi;g s;ch adopters
in their area in bécoﬁing awarg:of the innovation, visiting the
D/b: gééeiying training about ghe innovation,- adopting it, and
--diffusing it to other adgﬁteré.‘The facilitakof hasAa rather
k hopeless client ratio (for example; the facilitatgr pro}ect in
ghe state.of Michigan serves about 117,000 puglic school teach%ng
personnel);‘But this ratio becomeggmore'fealiétié because (1) the
facilitator .only works with the 73 funded innovations, and the 50
nén-funded but validated iqhovationé, (2) among a modest number ’?'
of identified adopters, and (3) the facilitator is assisted by
the\D/D}s staffs in diffusion .activities.
f*; - 4. Some adopters (Figure 3) sign an "adoptdon agreement"
with thefr.facilitator (about two-thirds do not), indicating their
intention to adopt the vélidated practice. Occasionally the
adopfe} is provided with funds from OE through their facilitator
to offset travelscoéts for the adopter to travel to the D/D to
observé the innovation, to purchase release time in order toi
'5“ ‘receive training about the innovation, and/or to éurchase mate~-
rials required to adopt and 1?plement the innovation.* As o£

-

. *Actually, the direct funding of the Adopters, was discon~
——-tinued in 1975, and some facilitators then provide& limited
financial assistunce. . :

o 93

el P




September 1, 1975, there were an estimated 1,000 formal adoption

agreements, and upwards of 2, 000 "adopters._* Obv1ously, as

Figure 3 indicates, a secondary diffusion from the Adopters1

schools is expected, a tertiary diffusion from the adopters etc..

2’
The exact extent of such secondary and tertiary diffusionlhas not

yet been determined, and it is still rather early for such further
diffusion to have occurred at the present writing. "Adopter —

by . . ‘
incentives" are provided only to the Adopters thus ensuvring -that

1°
mdst'schpqls dp not adopt the innovations unlesa they are per-
-ceived as appropriate to their own felt needs {Clark and Guba, 1274).
5. A considerable deéree of re—invention and nodification of
the D/D's innovations is encouraged on the part of the Adoptersl.
as they fir the innovation to their actual school conditions. In
some cases, it haa been noted that the Adppterl may re-label the
D/D's innovation, even whencits form has not been modified to any N
consiaerable degree, suggesting that the Adopter1 may be motivated
tc give the appearance of mo&ification for psychological, egoistic,
-or socio;political reasons. .
6. The National Diffusion Network Program, as shown previously;
emphasizes training of the\adgpters about the‘innovation_ana pro-
viding in-person, on—site assistance as important mechanisms of

diffusion. To this extent, there is a parallel to the early agri-

cultural extension work by county agents. - . - -

*An "adopter" is defined as a local school that has learned
about an innovation (by seeing a demonstration, undergoing training,
etc.), implemented- it in the school system, and expressed an inteh- .,
tion to continue using the innovation for a reasonable period. -

!
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- .; 7. The Program also is - nationwide in scop° (as 1s indicated

by its rame, the National Diffusion Network Program),. rather than

T3 ©

only being a pilot project of seven educational extension agents
in three states, ‘like its predecessor of the 1970's. And the'
funding of the NDN is considerable, about $16 nillion during its

first two years of operation. Significantly; in'etates with

_facilitatorsiostaté educational agencies (SEA's),p1a§ a relatively |
minor role in the National biffusion Network Program. Some of
these SEA's may, by means of a 1975-initiated NIE program of
"state capacity-building" grants{.become.broadly invoived in
other dissemination acéinities: —

- ~

8. The Program, as its name alsq indicates (the National
Diffusion Network Program), emohasizes formation of a oommunieation
network among peers that links the D/D's,and Adoptere1 witn,° .
assistance from the facilitators. Such a network approach implies
-that the facilitator is at least partly freed from a major re—i
sponsibility for expertise about the 73 innqvations, the facilltator
is thus mainly in charge of buiiding the network of peers, and .
allowing it to diffuse the educational innovations.

. At Present. it is too early to Jraw any‘conclusions-about the
relative success of the National Diffusion Network ?rogram: An
OE contract was awarded in mid-1975 to the StanfordtResearch
‘Institute for evaluation of the Program, but the earliest results
will not be available until 1ate in 1976.

In any event, the NatJonal Diffusion ﬁetwork Program repre-

sents an ingenious attempt by the OE to modify the agricultura]

extension model to the particular organizational conditions of .
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U.S. education. The degree of modification of this model is much
greater than in the gducational °xtension agent program that pre-

ceeded the National Diffusion Network Program

AGRICULTURAL,EXTENSION'IN‘DEVELOPING NATIONS

e

As we have noted, the apparent enormous success of the U.s.

-

agricultural extension model stimulated intarest in the possibility
of applying this system to other problems of research utilization
An cther social cpntexts.‘ if we could attribute a large part of
thegfantgstic increase in the productivity of North American
agriculture to new technology and the extension services which
diffused it.to farmers, 8o the argument ran, why could We not do o
the same in the developing countries of Latin Amer’.ca, Africa, aand
Asia, where the pressvres for food were increasing rapidly in the
post-World War II era? After all, food-growing is food-growing,
and the diffusion approach that had worked so well in the UnS.

-

should perform similar miracles in_ other cultural contexty., . or

"so0 it seemed in 1950 ’ -

During the 1950's and 1960.!s, the agricultural extension’

model was "exported" almost intact to many less developed countries.

‘This transfer was primarily sponsored by the U.S. Agency for Inter-

national Development (AID), in cooperation with the North American

1and:grant universities and their associated state extension

'services. The Kellogg Foundation, and to a lesser extent the Ford

and Rockefeller Foundations, were also involved Efforts to‘

transfer the agricultural extension model usually centered ‘in

-

ministries of agriculture in most nations, and consisted of
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' constrdcting a network of local extension agents and subject- -
matter specialists under the ministry, or, at times, attached to
"agricultural universities. A major difference apparent at the

start of such efforts was that the source of most of the technical

knowledge to be diffused to local farmers was imﬁorted, largely .
.f;om the ﬁ.S., rather than derived‘frém local experimentation.,
- And much.of this North American research had been conducfed“fﬁ
temperate climatgs, with a dubious applicability Eo the tropical .

and semi~tropical conditions most fréquently‘found in developing

—

N }
nations.

.Nevertheless, the system parailels w%re.extremely stfiking,,

at least in the nature of the o}ganizational arrangements adbpted

N -

-

.to carry out'tﬁe éxteﬁsion effort. Large n;mbers of U.S. countf\ .
{dktension agents and state-level specialists ;ere hirea By-AfD in
the 195C0's, and postéd in Quito, Lagos, ﬁ;o, etc. where tﬁey'

Qerve? as consuLtanis to ministries of agriculture. In many éaées,

-

o

AID contracted directly with a state land-grant university system

-

to establish a counterpart agricultural college and extension g {—
service.in a deveioping’nation ThHus Mic*igan State University.
staff were in Coiombia, Purdue University énd the University of
Wisconsin in Brazil, Colorado State University in Nigeiia,_Cornell
University in the Philippines, the University of Kentucky in .
Inaonés;a, North Carolina Staté University in Peru, etc.i'In(

some 1§rger countries, several Uu.s. 1aﬁd—grant institutions were
qpssigned by AID to ascist one or more contiguous stategg this‘led

to a haif—joking }eference to these areas of the ﬁost'country by

the name of the U.S. university. Thus India in the éarly 1960's
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was "divided" into "Ohio State," "Tllinois," "Kansas State," etc.
-A certain_degree of false poseeseivedess was even involved in sucu'
technical assistance erfangements; Ohic State University extension
'bersonnel took prioe in é%e funjab State's more rapid agricultural
’progpesé than Andra Pradesh's, wherejKansas State.Uoiversity was

\
/
// ‘ assisting an agricuitural university/extension service set-up.

Generally, the U.S. personnel sought to establish as exact a

“

replica as possible of the North American agricultural exten51on

model, complete with local extension agents and central extension
training centers to produce them, extension specialists, and

agricultural colleées; Promising individuals in the host country

were selected for graduate t;ainin in agriculture at Columbus,
East Lansing, Ft. Collins, etc./AID and the foundations paid the =~ _

bill for the-North American advigors, and for the extension
seqvtﬁes they were e;eating in Letin.Americe, Africa, and Asia.

The slavish copying of the U.S.-btased agricultural. extensicn .

model oecured throughout developing countries, with few exceptions.

~

However, one such-deviation happened in Taiwan;,where Lionberger

and Chang (1970)-found that the agricultural extension agents were

.

pefceived as highly credible because they operated farms and would
- not recommend an innovation to their clients uﬁtil they had pre-

viously adopted it on their own farms.* 1In the U.S., extensiop_

agents were forbidden to operate a farm because of concern over a

*These agficulture extens.on agents in Taiwan possessed only
an elementary or high school education, and so they corld not de-
pend on competence credibility, as could their university- educated
counterparts in the U.S. and other countries (Lionberger, 1974).

“ERIC o oy - .




_(and other developing countries) suggests that the agriculfural

an important basis for the égfety credibility of their change -
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o, “ ) o
possible conflict-of-interest. The Taiwan expeirience, in fact,

suggests that the U.S. extension services may have been missing

agents. Further, the different sgcio-~cultural conditi%ps of Taiwan

exténsion model should have been adapted, not adopted.

o e

client Tatios.  In 158 déveloped countries in general, there are

'abqut 10,000 farmers for each local extgnsion agent. In the

‘client:farmer level recommended by the FAO as ideal (Rice, 1974, ‘ o

1974, p. 95).

A number of differences in the extension situation of devel-

-~ ‘ ted
LA

dpiné countries became apparent fairly.rapidly. One?af the most
important difffculties'facing the exteﬁsioﬁ systems in-develéping
co&ntgies was the_sheer immensity of the job to be done. 'Ié i960,
the U.S: had betwéeﬁ three a&d four million farmeré. India, by

contrast, had at least 100 ﬁillion farmer$ living on the land.

The resources available for the extension service effort in India

were, however, much more limited than in the U.S.*% The result df,‘

-

sucﬁ huge differences in resources and task is that inAdeVeloping-“

countries‘loca} extension workers were faced withrhopelessly large - F;

develbped countries, Ghe_ratid averages about 1:400 or 1:500, a

p. 121). How can one extension worker hope to contact, let alone » v et

L

*For example, the principal constituency of the extension
services in Latin America are smaller and medium~sized farmers, who
are uncrganized and without political muscle. As a result, exten-
sion services are seriously underfinanced; for example, the ministry
of education in Costa Rica receives 23 ‘pevcent of the central govern- -
ment budget while the ministry of agriculture receives only 2 percent,
and only a small share ¢of this goes to agricultural extension (Rice,- -
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work intensively with, 10,000 clients? The answer is that he __-

cannot. And further,.extension services in developing nations

have been too poor to employ extension specialists zRice, 1974,

-

"p. 120). The response to this impossihle challenge led directly

. e . %,,‘

‘to another major prnblem;

The 1mgrovement of agricultural prnd tion by means of new
technology in the developing countries exacerpated the inequalities

between the rich and poor farmers, and concentrated agricultural‘
wealth, power, and knowledge in fewer and'fe&er hands. We-pre=- -

viously noted- the same general trend in the U.S.; however, -in

developing countries the gaps are wider both relatively‘and

absolutely, and the lack of adequate industrial opportunities to

absorb all the families whose marginal farms could not suppomt

£
D
-

them caused this unequal concentration of income to be a greater

social problem. Further, the importation of U.S.-produced agri-

o

¥

cultural innovations ,contributed to wiiening the socio-economic

gaps between commercial farmers and .peasants in less developed

nations. For example, tractors and related fasm equipmént are ..

used today in the U.S5. by small farmers with 160 acte operations,

as well as by‘more elite farmers with 900 acres or more. The

3

large farmer in a developiang country with,- say, .200 acres can

B

profitably adopt a tractor. But what u.e is such equipment to a

peasant with 2.5 acres, fragmented into 70 tiny plots thatvare_

not located contiguodsly? A tractor cannot ever turn around in ~

-

such space. -Similarly, such "made in the U.S." innovatioqsras

~

chemical fgrtilizers, hybrid corn, and insecticides/pesticides

were eagerly adopted by large farmers in‘developing nations, but
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. 'awere beyond the means, and often simply unavailable, ‘to sub-f';*f"?;:

. - sistence farmers. - - o o

A recent example of the problem of growing gaps;is the so-;;f

called "Green Revolution" 1in India, Pakistan, and numerous other

| countries. .The "Green Revolution refers to the sudden,*dramatic

- - -

increase in grain yields brought about by the adoption o£fimproved“

(Rogers, 1972, pp. 78-82).

When the new "m*racle wheat seeds from Mexico were - introdue

first channeled to larqe, pr('ressive farmers. qence, thé‘spec,

3

e o=, =

. - A i

already-rich agricultural elites. "The explosive w1dening of

“© -regional income dispar;ties is one of the most intractable con— s

sequences of the Green Revolution. It is “the poorer classzin,theE;

N

backward regions who suffer the greatest inequity in economic

development" (Lele and Mellor, 1972) The social structureaifa

o~

'determined the innovation s consequences in yet another wav.si

landowners ‘wanted the full benefits from 1ncreased yields,Aso th:

a

squeezed tenants to become share- croppcrs and pressured them to =

;: " become 1andless workers. "Farm mechanization is as irreversibl

1;i" . laboxers who must migrate in search of alreadyfscarce non-farmf,fii

-

employment.




with many murdered and injured have taken place in ‘West Bengal

alone" (Ladejinsky, 1970) The gbvernment of India was deeplyl
disturbed by the land seizure«movement and was motivated to deal .

directly with one of-its main causes, the unequal\obnsequences of

_the Green Revolution. In)fact, a SmalD Farmersyﬁknelopment‘
. l".

Agency was created.in 1970 td aid peasants with werédit and°tech—

. -
. .

nical advice. So a new development agency was d;', to deal
I P

K

R only with small farmers. Onelm ght expect.it to reach especialry

- "

‘the richer Af these poor farme s, and there is some evidence that

- - - (2

this ‘in eed has occu;hed in-India.

.

) . Two factors were directly assoc¢iated wifh the problem of

.

widening socioreconomic gaps, and both can be traced immediately

to the lopsided extension caseloads.‘ Yith such heavy client
loads*the extension agents concentrat=d their aﬁtéption most
e \,,

. -heavilywon the farmers who sought their help, rather than invest-.
N ’ » 3

ing their scarce time in making initial contacts Jith potential

-

-

. ¢
clienrs. Farmers who actively seek technical innovations are
}icherﬂ more educated, and hence already more knowledgeahle, and

.le'ss time is requiyed to convince them of~the desirability of

adopting an innovation.

<

A second factor in developing nations was that the ilcal

" agents on the front line—-those who dealt directly with farmers,
SN
i rather’ than agricultural specialists .or higher- lefel officials—~

-

to be’sub~professionals7ﬁwith one or .two years of technical

t
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agriculbu~§&’training after secondary school, rather than ) .

~

university trained agriculturalists. Such sub-pyofaSs onals

generally lacked complete .understanding of the innovations

5
-

Kdeveloped for the most part for large-scale agricultural enter-

prises) and were unable to adapt them successfuLly to small~ "

5

holder operations. As a result, the extension agents tended to

o

work most closely with the clients who c@hld adopt their inno-

vations’with least difficulty~-the large, elite farmers——rather
than with the marginal farmers (whom the extension system was
originally developed to aid in most- cases)

Another major problem was the degree to which the sgcial

structure impeded individual adoption- decisions. One of the major

2 A

assumptions of the U.S. agricultural extension model, carried over-’

.

- “s A - e
into the extension systems of developing cquntries, was that a

decision to adopt an innovation is primarily an.individual action.

3

Extension agents overseas, parallelling'the U.S. experience;’pre— -
sented information about innovations to individual farmers. Un-
fortunately, in most instances the social structure of village -
life intervened to prevent such individual decisions. In Latin
America, for example, large plantation owners eagerly adepted
innovations through individual choice, hut smaller farmers often
lacked the resources necessary to adopt technoloéical innovatioLns,
or were unable to'obtain such essential input materials as seeds,
fertilizers, or chemicals—-or the credit necessary to purchase'
them,' This lack of coherence with the .expectations of the U.S.

derived agricultural extension model occurred in African and Asian

T ‘ ? \\\<\\\ ‘
nations as well--with only rare exceptions. . ’ —_—

Soane

@
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A number of organizational problems also compounded the
diffinulties of applying the extension model in developing

:countries. In many cases, the extension responsibility was

- housed in the government ministry of agriculture, while the rural
development funds--the wherewithall which farmers might invest in

innovations--was the responsibility of the finance or economics

ministries, or of a separate agricultural credit agency. For

1nstance, most developing countries have in addition to an agri—

B

cultural extension service and an agricultural credit agency, an

agrarian reform agency, a rural colonization service, a cooperative
development service, a community development agency, and many

other government bureaus that engage in agricultural development

N3

’activities., all in an uncoordinated fashion. Often the agencies

actively compete for funding and clients'

»

attention.*

Another difficulty facing the new extension services in

developing nations

mental activity in

was the lack of client credibility in goyern-

-

cultures which associated government more with

assistance.

Where ministries of agriculture .

punition than with

are simultaneously invoived with the provision of technological

information, and with the regulation of farming activity, the
extension function is likely to be viewed with suspicion at best.

‘This ambiguity of the government role was compounded in countries

whose post-colonial regimes inherited previous concerns with

b

*This prmblem helped give rise. to "integrated rural develop- .
ment programs'", which were launched in about 70 countries in- Latin+—
America, Africa. and As'a in the 1970's. Such integrated approaches
are still dominated bv agriculture, but often include some aspects
-of health and education (Rogers and Meyer, 1976).

N 1




law-and order. For ingfance, in oné developing country, local

@

extension workers are also responsible for tax collection from

farmers. This incompatible function makes it difficult for them

to also : as friendly advisors to farmers.
While governments in- developing countries have generally

favored the modernization of their citizens” attitudes and be-

havior, and frequently mounted major mass media campaigns to .

promote such mode;nization, the egyect has often been to raise
the level of expectations, without being able fc meet these
expectatiqns. Extedéion woik sometimes has Cpntributed.to this
problen’y by assuming that_ifs efforts should centér more on
promoting "modern" Qttitudes than on facilitating the adoption of
specifié innovations. This error was a logical, if nok éorrect,h
resp;nse tc the overwhalming task set for the exte;sion agents. R
The effect was often creatioﬁ AE a rising e-a of farmer dissatis~
faction, wheré no effective means of meeting the highér expecta-
tions could bé realistically devel&ped: . !

Still another difficulty in ‘many developing countries was
theisocio-econcmic distance between local extension agents and
the farmers Ehey tried to assist.q in most of»the less developed
countries, a farmer is fortunate to possess two to three years of
schooling and a level of functional literacy. Even a sub~-
professional ektension aide with a seconda;y education’ may seem
to be from another worid. University graduates in agricultu:e

almost never came from farming backgrounds—-at best, they might be

the sons of rich 1andowners. Often they were urban elites. Their

background and style_of life was vastly different from that of the

v
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peasants with whom they tried to work. This social distance sét‘
up many-probfems of interpersonal communication which impeded the
ability of the extension workers to reach the majority of their

clients.
Oy

We have identified in this séction a number of shortcomings

in the transfer of the U.S. agricultural extension model to

developing countries. While the extension services led to some'
significant rises in agricultural output, they also led to an in-
crease in the relative position of the well-to-do landowners at

the expense of peasants and thus exacerbated socio-economic ten-

© ©

sions. We have noted several reasons for this outcome: A Ilack

of effective communication between local extension workers and

»

potenfi31 clients, partly caused by excessive client loads and

distance, inability of governments to B

N r

partly by gaps in social
supply teghnoiogy,and development resources in a coordinated .
< fashion, and the difficulties in adapting agricultural technology

to developing countries' needs in a specific and useful way.

b
“

None of these problems constituted a rejection of the agri-

cultural extension model per se, or suggest that it could not

be applicable outside the North American continent. But attempts
in recent years_ to export this model largely failed to adapt the
operations and expectat ons of the model sufficiently to loca’

social-structural and cultural conditions. A model which -

functions in a situation where people digplaced from‘%arms have

somewhere to go, where there are no major socio-cultural gaps .
, L)

between the extension agents and their clients, where - is pos-

~ ~

. ) o\ .
sible for the average farmer to implement more or 1e33\22/hi 1f ]

ERKj T - 32ﬂ 111




" today (Colombia and Argentinaﬁmay,be exceptions), the agricultural

&

many of the innovations which he learns from the extension agent,

‘and where he generally trusts the government system to provide

him with useful assistance rather than to police him--sucn a

model cannot be directly transferred to socio-cultural situations
where these background conditions do not operete. While the basic
idea of the agricultural extension model might be sound, aﬁ{eck .

of sensitivity to inconsistencies between the U.S. and third-

‘world contexts made the application of the model in less developed

countries far 1ess‘éffective and satisfactory than it mignt have-
been.
The rise-and-fall of the agricultural extension model has

been most thoroughly anelyzed in the case of Latin America by.
.. 3 - a, E e

Rice (1974). Here, agriculturai _extension services yere created =t

with 'U.S., assistance in almost every country: "Extension was ‘the

centerpiece of U.S. rural development etrategies in the 1950'=s in

Latin Amerlca" (Rice, 1974, p. 23). By 1958, the eiten@ion ser~ ,

vices were on the wane throughouyt Latin America, and AID started
to phase out its Eechnical and financial assistance to national
extension services in 1960. Latin American governnents were not
convinced to adequate?y fund such extension programs, in part

because they had not led to much increase in agricultural pro-

ductivity (Rice, 1974, p. 64). In most Latin American nations

«

b

extensian modelihas been abandoned as the main strategy for rural

develoﬁﬁent. Instead, most nations are now embarking on an

alternative approach throuéh integrated rural development pro-

grams, in which the agricultural extension service,‘along with

P

S Cole




agricultural credit, health, nutrition, family planning, and other

development agencies, are coordinated locally in village self-

development (Rogers and Meyer, 1976). <Similar enthusiasm for

“this new éppréécﬁ is found in Af~ican and Asian nations. It is-

“too earlyhfo conclude that integrated rural development will be

any more successful than the agricultural extension model that it

replaced.

But importantly, the idea of‘integrated rural develop-

ment did not originate in the United ?tates*; nor are the U.S. . \\\i
government and foundations especially active in pfomotihg it.

So appropriate adaptation in each country is more likely.

. ) ~——— -
We conclude that the agricultural extension model has not

been highly successful when trausferred to agricultural agplica-

tions in less developed countries. A basié reason, w. feel, was
Y

L a too-close copying of the agricultural extension model in rocio-

B

cultural contexts where considerable adaptation wag recessary.

After reviewiﬁg agricultural extension servicee in the U.S. and in :?

&
S ~ LN

several developing nations, Axinn and Thorat (1972, p. 134)‘

conclude: "The striking characteristic appears to be the«similar-

s

ities among agricultural extension education sys.ems rathér than

¢ ’\

'nhe'differences between them., That is, even in ‘rural social‘

systems that differ greatly in terms of the kind of technologies‘

employed,uthc 1evels of living, the degree of specialization in

various organizational configvrations, and the nature of the

agricultufe being practiced, there are great éimilarit;es in the

i

*The main models for integrated rural deve]opment are Comilla
in Bangladesh and Puebla in Mexico.
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-on -going programs in maturnal and child. health (MCH), and the
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organizations that carry out agricultural extension education."

Too bad., . “

AGRICULTURAL EXTENSIOﬁ APPLICATIONS TO FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAMS *

The attempt to'apply the’agricultural extension model to the . 7
diffusion of family planning innovaticns began in.-the middle 1960'3,;'*f§
primarily in those developing countries plagued with drastically ‘ E
increasing population growth rates: India, Pakistan, Korea,

Taiwan. The extension model was followed in response to the per-

ceived failure of the previous "elinic" approach to provide

contraceptive services to the target audience of married couples . -i'

P,

of reproductiv° age. Introduction of the .extension model resulted .
M oY

in a short lived rapid success, followed by a tapering-off in the
-rate of adoptionﬁof family planning ideas. ‘The case provides an
interesting illustvation of the.adaptation of the agriculturalu;
extension model to the reuuireménts of a new arearof activityf-— ;?%'
and of the limits of the model even with such adaptations. -
Until the l960's, family planning services in the developing
coungries were provided almost without exception through medical T
clinics patterned explicitly on Planned Parenthood operaLions in’
the-West. The most common birth control technique was the A . ‘é
diaphragm, which required medical e&pertise at the time of adop-

- X o
tion., Tn general, } y planning was seen as an extension of o

b

TN

*The present section is an adaptatian of the central ideas in
Rogers (1973a). . . .
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effort was administratively centered in governmert MCH clinics,
on the theory that mothers could bring children to the clinics
and receive tamily planning services at the same time ‘without

incyrring public hostility or censure, ’ -

»

The response to this clinic approach wasrin most cases

P,

_7_4m~7disappointing.s Relatively.--low levels. of client adoption were
achieved, narticalarly considering the relatively high costs in-
volved in thlie construction and maintenance of -clinies. Most

developipg countries, with a general shortage of public health

5

funds, could afford only a limited coverage of the country wtth
full scale clinics, and thus substantial numbers of potential

clients, particularly in villages where the‘need for services was
greatest were'unreahhed., Moreover, provision of family planning

~ »

through the clinic*channel appeared relevant . anly to those indi—

[
viduals for whom maternal health was a primary motivating force

for the adoption of family planning. It did not tap, for example;

~

In the middle 1960's, ths passivity of ‘the "clinic era"—gave
' way to the activism of the "field era'. 1In country after country,
an explicit diffusion approach founded ph‘losophically, if not -
operationally, on the agricultural extension model, began to be

_implemented.' The field approach involved activities mainly out-

7

- side the clinic. While clinics were still maintained for a

A3

yariety of medical purposes, a system of family planning "field

‘”‘wquei;“\Qr "motivators"™, patterned after local agricultural

N %

~ extension wotrkers, were established to spread knowledge_of family

-

planning innovat_gns;\to discuss their adoption with potential

a RN

the economic incentive to parents for limiting their family s sizeur

o




-104-~

~

clients, and to direct the clients to clinic'servicest This

viewpoint considered the value of the innovations being promoted

as self-evidhnt, and held that the major barrier was the lack of

-

. knowledge on the part of potential adopters--a barrier which
‘could be overcome with enough local change-agentry;

Originally, the field worker was expected to be a sort of. --

-~

"miniature clinic", projected into the client' 's home, not oniy

,spreading information but often dispensing family planning

supplies as well, The development of such contraceptive technol— /

ogies as the pill and the IUD,’ together with a new view of the

{

role of such male-centéred methods as the condonm and vasectomy,

made this medical-extension approach feasihle. However, inade--
. RS . .

quate numbers of'trained“personnel were swiTtly encountered in
4 . ~

most areas. As with his counterpart in the agricultural ‘extension
model, it 'was assumed, at first that the field worker should be

technically competent, preferrably a u1iversity graduate. Even.

with simplified- contraceptive technologies, a certain level of

SR

VT

professional training was needed but pressures to expand the -

national family planning programs beyond the limits of rapid

¢raining forced a reevaluation of these expectations.

The response: in most cases was to shift to a system of para-
professional aides to supplement the trained medical personnel of
the clinics.’ These aides were usually ind.ividuals from the local
comnmunity,- perhaps themselves early adopters of family planning
who scould presumably communicate with other villagers more

2ffectively than could city-trained physicians or nurses. In

India, for example, considerable use was made of male canvassers




whé themselves had had vasectomies~--presumably to illustrate,that
the operation was neither fatal nor debilitating.
The use of ‘aides was usually supplemented by a series of

other methods of "bringing family planning out of the clinics to

the people". On the theory that the convenience of services might

—+~ —~"-be a barrier to their utilization, a number of countries, partic=
~ .

ularl India, "invested in mobile clinics, setting them up in
Places where people already congregated such as railway‘stations
or,tempgrarily in remote\villages. Extensive mass media campaigns

for family planning were also conducted, although their effective—

.ness may have ‘been less than was originally anticipated. In

addition, several national family planning programs began paying

- cash incentives for adoption of certain methods, particularly . lfzi

Z sterilization. .
e '7;._.“ i = 2 %
By the early 1970's, some second thoughts'about the effective~

AT - "

;é - ness of the field era began to emerge. ‘Programs began. to taper '_j;j}

‘:": - <

off in the rate;of adoption, despite the fact that surveys showed

very high levels of knowledge (often 70 per cent .or more) abcut

.family-planning among the target.population. _While the field-

oriented programs were generally not abandoned, there was a shift i,ffé

of interest from this approach to various anti-natalisticigoverns, - ,L;;

" ment policies, such a%s the liberation of women, postponement of 7;5;
- - ‘ v ‘3\' . . . s . :;
e marriage, tax incentives for smaller families, and the like. T2

Thus, while diffusion and extension techniques remain important in 7?%
ramily planning programs, they are today usually seen as only one

part of are complete social development program providing
beyond-family-planning motivation for smaller families, rather
- Xy . )

N
»” ” [
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than as a selﬁ—sufficient solution to the'p}obiem of over-~

!
‘
i

population.
A number Qf crucial differences exist between the bases of
"thé agricultural extensionfmodé; and the situation confronting
national family:plénning g;ogfams, whiéﬁ'cailéa for modifica*tions
in thé agricultural appro#cﬂ. One p?oblem, which we noted pre-
Gioﬁsly in other attempts;to apély the agrrcuitural extension

model, is that the adoption of family planning innovations was

seldom an individual decision. At the least a couple is invélved,
* - .

\and‘not infrequently, particularly in developing countries, wider
c¢6fimunity sanction must occur. Thus an element of system -in-

volvement had to be introduced in the family planning extension

P .

-

1

A further and related problem is the taboo nature 6f family- .

planning discussion--an élement céftainiy‘nbt present in the

agricultural c;;text. In order to deal with this problem cf taboo

communication,'family planning prbgrams necessarily pecoﬁe closely ~
“

involved with the socio-linguistic aspects of the wogds and ter-

minology tﬂey used~-even, in some s}tpations, beiﬁgﬂfgiced to _'

invent new .ords to circumvent tbe negative connotafions at-

tached to terms such as "condom". To a large degree, the use of

local aides represented an attempt to overcome somé of these

*In the People's Républic of China, where the U.S.-originated
agricultural extension model was unknown, or.- at least not followed
by the family planning program, collective decision~making about-

. the number of children born and the adoption of contraceptives is
facilitated by the "group planning of births" (Chen with Miller,
1975). < . _

o M -

-

R s - -

~ * A ¥ : ) N ’ .
efforts which wds not so necessary in the ¥.S. agricultural context.*
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communication gaps, as well as to stretch the available pro-
fessional personnel turther, and at a more affordable cost.

Another major difference from the agricultural model 1is

’ N R . e LR
that family planning programs sought not so much to secure adop-

tion of specific innovations, as to secure acceptance of a general

approach (family planning), which might entail the adoption of

dny of a number of specific contraceptive techniques * Seldom

could unambiguous benefits be attached to any particular method

Each innovatiOn hds its advantages and drawbacks, dnd may be ) .

appropriate only to particular couples and certain cénditions. -

AN

In the context of agricultural extension in the developing

-
.

countries, we spoke of the distinction between creating a general

climate of modernization, and the promotion of specific agricul-

‘tural innovations. Samewhat the same distinction may be observed

2

in che family planning case; the difference, however, is that

-

here the emphasis is more effectively placed on the acceptance of -

the principle or the concept, than on the acceptance of the o e

,.hardware itself.

L]

Family planning'extension programs also encountered the same -

- _problem noted as crucial in the agriculture effort in developiny

countries: The gap in social distance between the change agents- °

¥

and theirhpotential clients. The more technically competent the

change agent, the‘larger this gap. Inrthe agriculture case, we

noted that the minimum level of technical competence thought to

. o
*This is the so-called "cafeteria approach"” in which a client:

is encouraged to adopt any one of a "number of different family
planning methods.




be appropriate, seemei to be too great tokovercome the inter—

. -
o]

personal communication problem easily;' In tkn family planning

~_ o, v c ‘“*""
case, the use of aides proved more. practical in diffusing inno- _

T vations. Ehis great reliance on aides frequently necessitated

that clients pass sequentially through two levels--aide and

-
-

clini'--to secure contraceptive services.

The history of the application of the agricultural extension'“

= model to national family® planning programs,oespecially in Asia,A

consists of a series of trade—offs between the expectations of

ji B the model, the requirements of the situation, and the relative .
e - % . -
R costs and beqffits of recog;fling the two. The use of peer-

{;;'7' aides helped overcome the problems of taboo communication, but

" at a cost in the efficiehcy of services. The payment of cash

-~

incentives helped increase the adoption rate, but at a coést in

the ' quality" of the adoption3devision and consequent back-

ﬁ*‘ %

sliding and discontinuance of family planning. The ush%of mass

%~*«wnamediascampaigns increased the number of potential client& Jith
. ; i \
a basic level of information, but at a cost of diminishing

returns.

v,
«

The adaptation of the agricultural extension model to the

family Planning context has probably ‘been morewsuccessful than

its application either (1) to the case of agricultural develop-

ment in developing countries, or (2) to the research utilization

s

problems of certain federal agencies in the U.S. It succeeded

~

not“because,it is inherently any more applica“le, or because

“its assumptions are more completely fulfi‘led.ﬁ—The main - reason

—

‘appears to lie in the fact that for. thé most part appropriate

'

¥
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adjustments were made in thgamodgl, and these modifications ' -

5

5 .. . . -~
(aides, incentives, qic.) were effectively implemented. Even £

so, in recent years it appears that, national family planning

programs in developing nations. may be reaching a péint of d&-

5

‘ clining effectivenéss.* - -

The response of the U.S. extension sérvicqs at a similar

“

. o L
point was to reach for new types of services and new clienteles.

It rémains to'be seen®what adjustments will emerge for family

planning efforts over the Long run, but ceftainly the beyond~-
family-planning straxegies for lower fertility are receiving major

attention today. The general ir-lication is that the agricultural .

extension model may have paid inadéqﬁate attention to providing

i)

motivation for adoption of research-based innovations.. . o
— = . - . :
Q -

- [}

o

*For instance, only in the five relatively small ‘countries of o
Tai%wan, Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, and Mauritius, and perhaps
‘in-the massive case of China, have national family planning pro- *
‘grdms been able to achieve a measurable decéline in age-specific
fertility rates o date, although national programs now underway
in many of the 44 other developing countries may not have been in v

'operation long enough to show demonstrable rigults. ,

* -t

R . . . N o
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APPLICATIONS OF THE MODEL TO THE DIFFUSION OF TECHNOLOGY
AMONG PRIVATE MANUFACTURING FIRMS
:The idea of“aﬁplying the agricultural exterision model to the
diffusion of knowledgé‘in areas other than-agriculture is not new.

It is sometimes forgotten that the original Morrill Act of 1862

provided for colleges "of agriculture and the mechanic ‘arts".

Knowledge in science and engineering has been a major preoccupa- ,
tion of the land-grant college complex, as we noted in the first
section of this paper. Unlike agriculture, however, industrial

_technology has néver become the primary focus of an extension

effort hy the land-grant célleges for ‘'a variety of reasons. Until

recent years, little Federal funding was provided directly for

‘reséarch and development in industrial technology; such research

remained mainly the preserve of private business itself. Since

the Second World War, however, the vastly increasing investment o
of the Federal government>fndtechnology for defénse&\iiace, and

other purposes has épurred the same sorts of questions’about

-
.

utilization in rhese sectors whichiwe have noted in education and
rehabilitation: The problem is somewhat diffe;ent, of course, ,in .
that the Federally-sponsored techq;cal research has at least a
primary application in its init%gl area, and_the "extension"
effort sought largely secondary or spinoff 4 Elization. However, s
there remains a definite sense that Federal éechnological re~

search, 1like the'researqh areas in agriculture, education, ectc.

that we have discussed, does not find as general a market as it

should.

122 o :




In this section we discuss two major attempts to create

- ?

versions of the extension model to diffuse Federéllyrsponsored
technical résearch to privdte businesses: (1) the Commerce
-erartment's Office of State Technical Services (6STS),’and

.22) the National Aerénautics and Spégg‘édminisgratioﬁ's (NASA'S)
Trthnélogy Utilization Program. Meither of these opeFations cah -

' -

be~te;méd wholly éuccessful; 0STS in fact has been disbanded..

-

We believe that these two ca§euhistofies suéggst that industry-

oriented Federal technolbgy«trdhsfer programs face some special

<

difficulties when they attempt to move beyond basic information

dissemination. There is no industrial counterpart to the inte-
grated research, development, and technology;transfer system
which constitutes the agricultural extension model. The problems

-faced by agencies trying to implement parts of this system in the

industrial "area illuminate some additional problems of "extending

-

the model".

Office of State Technical Services

Thg Office of State Techﬁical Services represented a fairlx
“direcc effort to apply the agricultural extension system to prob-
lems of industrial development and operaticn. driginaily con-
ceived in 1962, it began as the "Ci;il IndgstrialnTechnology
Pfogram" within the U.S. Department of Commerce. The oriéinal aim
was to skimulate research in lagging industries such asvtextiles?
machine toolé, a;d bqildlng. CITP was designed (o ﬁake grants
directly to manufacturing companies for research and development.

It was funded only for fiscal year 1963 at about $1.6 million.

_Congiderable opposition develoﬁed almost immediately to the

- [N
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allocation of Federal funds for research in the private secter,’

in é?mpetition with private dollars. The pfogram did succaed in

< —establishing an "information center" to pool informafion in the
textile industry, and it developéd a variety.of information-
sharing ideas which later found their way into OSTS pra;tice:
But ;he génerally nega;ivé reaction anthe Congress doémed this
first attempt.

. Q
Frustrated in their attempt to create a direct Federal pro-

=

gram of industrial research and development, U.S. Department of

IS

Commerce officials turned their attention to.lncréasing industrial-
productivifxlthrough improvéd utﬁiizatlbn of exiétigg technology.
Undérlying.this approaéh was an aasumpfidnfremarkably similar to
tha£ of agricultural extension--that there were sectors of the
economy which were relatively poor in the ad;;nced technology
pioneered in organiéeq research, and.which could benefit from ex-
poSufe to this knowledge. To counter potential critéqism, OSTS
was conceived as a state-based ﬁrogrém, operated primarily out
CG%\the land-grant colleges., with state funds.matching~fhe Fedegél
dollars and state ageﬂciés establishiﬁg program priorities.

The idea of OSTS affected many different groups, and most of
them became involved in the process‘of creating and:implementing
the legislation. Theé Association of Land-Grant Colleges,.éhe in-
Hustéial'development agencies in the s;éfés, a number of Federal
agencies (USDA, Economic Development Administration} Small Busi-
ness Administraticn, etc.), a variety of business, professional,
and engineering organizations--all participated directly in shap~

-

ing the program (Schon, 1972). A determined effort was made to




. stay away from any activities resembling basic product develop-
ment or technological 1nnovation, in order to av01d the industry_
criticisp which had destroyed CITP. OSTS leaned heavilx'toward
teaching,‘technicai assistance, and information dissemination.
Many of ;ts original activities qér@ based on existing prototype
programs in operation in about 14 states. These programs empha-
sized consultancé;'trduble-shooéing,‘and short training courges,
aﬁd-their cl?ents'ténded tq‘be small firmslfn relatively non-
industrial areas. OSTS had a three-year_1egislé??ve-authorizaéion,
g;t its appropriations were far below authorized levels.- About
$10 million was spent through 0STS in the 3 1/2 years of its oper-
ation. h .

°

‘In early 1970, a series of Congressional hearings investigaéed

the technology-transfer activities of the U.S. Department of Com-

merée. 0STS had been eliminated in a Deﬁartmental reorganization
in January, 1970, so the uearings assumed the dimensions of a post-
‘ mortem. A major point raised in the hearings was that the 1limita- A
tion of O0STS to informat;on-disseminatioh functions had severely
crippled the extent to which it cogld really help.its clients.

The program had never been able to cope adequately with the neces-
si»y for adaptive research--the process of aaapt*ng a technique

or practice to a particular local situation. Frequent comparisoné
were drawn with the agricultural extension~program,‘particularly
with the size’éf its extension component. relative to the total
_government research budget in agriculturg. déTS cerFain;y never

represented more than a "bargain-basement" approach to technology-

transfer. It had enough resources for only a few demonstration
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projects, and was thus bound to disappoint those who believed

Jetrongly in this function. Certainly OSTS never succeeded in

building the kind of clientele network which sustains- the agri-
cultural extension systen. It may have beern unreasonable to ex-
pect this small program to create overnight a system comparable to
one which had been building for 50 years--particularly when

0STS's major clients were the smallest and weakest members of the

>~

industrial community. As we noted, a mgdor part of agricultural

extension‘S‘popularity‘stems from its services to the larger, mcre

influential farmers.

At any rate, OSTS represents another dieappointment‘in the

application of the agricultnral extension model to non-agricultural

areas.¥* B o

The NASA Technology Utilization Program

The Technology Utilization Pregram (TUP) operated by NASA has

been a more successful version of the agricultural extension model,
;
if survival is taken as_a measure of success.** It is philosopni-

-

cally closer to the U.S. Office of Education approach than to the.

agricultural extension service per se, in that it represents an
attempt to utilize research spinoffs rather than basic research

itself. 1In the original National Aeronautics and Space Act

~
.

#In spite of the discontinuation of the federal 0STS program,
many states continued to sup.ort industrial extension efforts out
of their own budgets. ) ~

**0r.size. TUP in its heyday was the largest research utili-
zation effort of the Federal government, after the Cooperative
Extension Service (Doctors, 1971, p. 69). >

-

v




of 1958, a provision was made for the transfer to the private

~

sector of teéhnologi'generated by-NASA r%search conducted by its
‘field laboratories and R&D contractors. The core of the t.ansfer
program was created in early 1961. it employed six "Regional
Dissemination Cehtersf'at major universities in various parts of
the country to screen technical developments for possible appli-
cations, prepare '"technical briefs" and other reports, and assist -
potential users with problem formulation and information search.*

- - .-

There are “specialty teams" in certain areas of high public

interest--bibmedical technology anduenvironmental studies——ﬁhich

A

provide special channels for these applications (Figure 4).

TUP' began as a rather standard governmental service, funded
by NASA; however, in 1966 its basis was changed so that there‘
.after it was to be supported primarily by subscriptions (that
is, charges for service). Even so, it has not appeared to be
nholly selffsustaining. In the first ten years of its operation,
it cost NASA about $9:5 million. 1In its peak year of 1972, TUP

_ served about 3,100 clients, and generated nearly.$QQ0,0QQ,in“ser»~
vice charges. There has been”no systematic assessment of the

ecomonic costs orpbenefits of TUP; some compiiations have been made

qg testimonials from satisfied industrial 1sers. For example, it

is reported that the Ford Motor Company saves about $12 miliien
per year with-a ﬁASA—developed computer program for stress anal-.

ysis in structural engineering. With the recent decline in NASA

@

*The Regional Dissemination Centers were modeled by NASA
after -the agricultural extension model (Doctors, 1971, p. 7).

I

oot
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activities, its technology transfer program has been reduced

~

vpractically to invisibility.

- Like OSTS, TUP has not been directly involved in adaptive<

[ -

I research by funding such activities itself. 1Its greater 'degree of - .

«———f'—'""

success (and longer life) can probably be._ attributea partially to

4 . - . T

the greater market‘for its products among influential high-.. -

technology clients, and partly to its location in the midst’ of an

~—

ongoing research program rather than on the sidelines picking up -

-

the pieces Overall - TUP has diffused 1ittle technological inno—'

" - vation to its clients (Doctors, 1971, p. -40). . -

TUP cannot be’described as a direct copy of the agricultural g

extension model but rather an adaptation of the basic idea- to a .
particular time and research setting. Being more closely linked

to its research setting than 0STS, it Was able to sustain its._

emphasis as long as the research program itself lasted (a research
.

,‘,wlwthrust that began to~ lose mich of its funding after 1959 when

.~ NASA accomplished its main goal of puatting man, on‘the moon). By

) virtue of this particular adaptation, however, it is less likely

to" form a replicable model for future efforts at technology transfer.’

Some General Observations on Extension

in Private Business

g -

These’ two cases--and a number of others not reviewed in detail -

here, including the experiments being conducted by the National

Science Foundation through its Réﬁ incentives program now under -




- e

A

. avoided in the agricultural context.
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way, and the ambitious attempt by Public Techyology Inc.* to apply

-

technical solutions to major urban problems-—suggest that there

e
N

. —
are some important elements in the industrialvversion of tech-

We-have

nology-transfer which differ from those in agriculture
k-2

already noted some of the differences in the nature of research
!

itself} and in the valuye structure applied to it: Agricultural

research has almost always been 'séen as, a valid- governmental ac-

tivity, while industrial rpsearch is seen as the preserve of the
N - ‘ -

private sector. This element.of "competition"-betweenathe privatefff)

Mand public sectors has characterized the industrial applications

’of the agricultural extension concept, but has been almost wholly

Industria1 extension has
never, been able to construct a public philosophy within which all .

extension activities are seen as valued and necessary. It has thus.]

always been more subject to cha11enge than agricultural extension

.

ndustria1 extension is miﬁe inherently more’ dif—

B

The task of

ficuit than that of agricultural extension by theggreater necessity

for adaptation of the technology to specific local: settings ‘Somé

adaptation must be made with agricultural innovations, but basically f

seed corn on one farm behaves much 1ike seed corn on other farms

o

«

(at least wlthin the same climatic area)'. Industrial technology;

deal of adaptation.

-

probably the presence of an

by contrast, .requires a grea A key point of

leverage in technology’transfef\is
. AN

N

\

*This PTI approach began in 1974 when 27 technology agenb .

were placed in as many U.S. cities to‘link technology to urban prob~4'—?“

lems. The PTI program is funded by the \Wational Science Foundation--
at $4.2 million, with matching funding by\{he 27 cities, for three

years.

s 130
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) adaptive-research capability within, or easily accessible to, the e

e . > ”’

firms which are targets’ of the effort. Firms without access to
' such capability for adaptive researchvwill probably be the least

responsive to an information based technology transfer operation~~

even as they may ‘be the ones most in need of the outputs.: Indus— - T

trial adoptors*may be more receptive to hardware than to informa—f

N _tion about hardware, if we wish to accep@Stne lessons learned

from the relative success of the TUP and OSTS programs. Moreover,

- - - - -

P the effectiveness of the transfer process probably’decreases as

- . -~

it extends its efforts over a broader spectrum of technology and
‘ of potential users. Greater concentiation on a smaller range of
activities probably makes it easier to deal with speqifics rather

than generalities, and thus increases the chances for effective

communication and research utilizationg

-

Thus there is no direct parallel between the agricultural
e L A . S , ‘ o o
e;ha—e—extensionhmodel and Federal—technology-transfer'activities to - —— =

;;fi industry. There are important differences both in the nature of

the problem and in the mechanisms which must be adopted to deal

-

with thg problems. In general,:industry applicstions of the a ri-, lf
b - A . : )

~ -

cultural extension model ‘have been disappointing. They succeed,

as TUP shows us, to the degree that they are rooted in a specific

LN

context rather than in a general concept like the extension model.

- - Again, the importance of the context within which the model oper-“fg

- ~, :3

- ateg’ is highlighted for us. . e




.Subsistence (pre- commercial) farming environments in. developing

x L}

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS ABOUT DIFFUSION FROM THE

AGRICULTURAL EXTEVSION MODEL
Conclusions R

~ -
— . £
-

a The zeneral patterns of extension system development in the
agricultural case and the relative successes and failures evi-A

denced in the other cases described here-in suggest some broad

guidelines for public policy and program management. Probably

e’ .
N

the most impressive insights which emerge from the present anal- 2

ysis are the impressions of the great scope and complexity of*

., -
-

the agricultural extension system together with its. gradual,,w

< = -

organic pattern of development spanning over 100,years of U SL—fgﬁr :

—— e o

history. Comparatively speaking, extension efforts in education,
social and rehabilitation services, and industry appear woefully
under-funded and to have been treated 1ike~unwanted children of

oveér- expectant parents. The experiences of developing countries'

.

e et ke e T

further impress us with our lack of understanding of the reasons

o

for cultural assimilation or rejection of the elements of the ag-

ricultural extension model, even in cases where the concepts are

being applied to agricultural problems. ?

s 3
i

Several points stand ou.. First, the county'agent was a

'product of commercialized agriculture, not subsistence agricul-

ture. He was jointly funded by railroad interests and organized

farmers or their elected representatives who were interested in

raising successful commercial crops and in moving. them to market.

*

countries have not embraced the county agent concept, a fact which

suggests that the successful introduction of theﬂextension‘system

_41732 S =
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N minishing their direct contacts with farmers, and thus reducing

complexity and specialization within agricultural research, | .

Al
|
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. - - .

elements must be carefully timedkwi%h respect to the bverall

v
I
!

e - ' .. B .

-economic development of the host country (or organization)’ : v -
Second, attempts to introduce one or “two eleménts.of tﬁ

agricultural extension modelato non-agricultural setfings can be

viewed as interventionist acts which should not be undertaken +

without,adequate appreciation of the difficulties of social“inﬁ.>,

terpretation. Time and resources required to permit these new “j

functions to prove their utility and to become assimilated ifnto

the cu]ture of the host'system may be easily underes*imated.‘ We
have seen that agricultural extension evolved and developed its DI

- - S PR

"elaborate role structure and functions over a long period of

'time._ Extension specialists emerged because of the increasing -

-

situation to which county agents could not respond without di-

s pes

g
their effectiveness. Extension specialists thus emerged to fill

3 . — e

e e e __,,._ e

this recognizable need, a need which was backed up. by powerful

supporters of the agricultural extension*systemﬂwﬁb could deliver

O f

“‘the votes and the resources to make this adaptation possible. 77?27

These observations, together with the known failure of questlv-”

z

funded efforts to transplant specific elements_of the agricultural
extension model into Gther sectors, suggest that an extension sys- .
tem approach, rather than a "county agent'" approach, needs to be R

taken, and that a first consideration in defining the elements

H

required for successful implementation is the'identification of a

=

relatively homogeneous client-group which can be contacted direct-

~en

ly‘by technically competent and trustworthy agents on a systematic

-
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basis. When ratios of clients to extension agents substantially

exceed 500 to 1, effectiveness and client acceptance appear,to

. 1

-

diminish.

-

- Thus, broadly conceived, the agricultural extension system

“is an integrated,-applied R&D and technology delivery systen.

Given its reputation for success, it9is not.surprising that Fed-

eral agencies have tried to copy the system in order to aprove

? N
. -

upon their own research utilization programs. The pr“blems en-

; countered by the agricultural extension system and its imitators’ - 7

»

[}

hold lessons, and raise questions, for pulicy-makers %incerned{

> -

with these functions. Some of these emerging le&3dns are shown

s - - .
in Table 2 ' _— . : '

Implications for Action

lrWe draw the following conclusions on the basis of our,anale

ysis (1) of the agricultural extension services in tue United < ~:

i;» " _States, and (2) of the five federal programs in the U.S., and the

two pgograms inwless developed nations. ) «

P

1. You cannot utilize research effectively’ unless you know

-what you want to utilize it to do. The goals of the agricultural

extension services vere fairly direct and unambiguous--to produce

-

more food and to raise farm incomes (although differant priori—

i

ties mai be assigned todthese goals). In education and in reha-

[

bilitation, the goal situation is much more CGomplicated. TheieJ
are often multiple, conflicting goals—-not only between Darts of

{he organization, but within the potential adopting unit as well.

So the identification of needs is often a particularly frustrating  _
: . T oTe

a s
’ ¢

, Process. Unless there is some consensus about what outcomes are’
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Table 2. 'Main Elements of the Agricultural_Extensign System
Compared to those of Its "Extensions".

P ol

i Elements in Couperative -Research Educational National Agricultural Family . . Technology OST85~’;’,§
-“the  Agricultural Extension Utiliza- Extension Diffusion Extension in Planning ~Utilization (U.S, Depart-.:
ﬁExtepsibp Model - Service _ . tiom in Efforts Network -  Developing in Devel~ Program ment 6f_ S

e T (U.S.D.A.) Vocational (OE) (OE)' Nations oping (NASA) Conmerce) -
- Rehabili-. : Nations -
. C tation . : * o
- - ‘ . -_(SRS)
-1, .A critical Technology Technology  Technology Technology Technology Yes, but Yes, as a Not a well-
.~ mass of new with a clear oriented to develuped ‘eveloped with payoff, :- .contra- . spin-off defined mass -
_~ -~technology payoff, and’ . new servi- from from but expen- ceptive from space of
o, understand- ces ’ theory practice sive and in- technology research technology.
able connec~ - - accessible not very L
\ tions with perfect
pre. .c.’
A practi » . T ) -
s A regearch Yes, .due to No No Yes, ass  Somewhat Somewhat Yes, as part No
-~ sub-gystem reward sys- - R&D is ' of NASA's
.. oriented to tem for ’ conducted charter
B - utilization résearchers by D/D's- - . , )

A high de- Yes, through No’ No Yes, as No No -, No No
; gree of user county plan- R&D 1is .
= ’‘control over . ning councils - conducted | , "

.. . the research . by D/D's , .

.. utilization ‘ . ~ . i . .

;7 -~ system

¥ 4. Structural Yes No " Yes, with Yes, be-  No, exten- No = No “ No

- linkages ‘ help of ° tween " sion service .

" among the - ERIC D/D's and  relatively ]

.~. research g ‘ adopting unconnected ' P

“<. utilization - schools with researchers .
- system's . 2 : ) . . ; © . -

- components
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‘Table 2. Continued

ygin Elements in,  Cooperative Research Educational National . Agricultural Family TéchﬁSIOgy 0STS -

the Agricultural- Extension Utiliza- Extension. Diffusion Extension in Planning Utilization (U.S. Depart- - _
Extension Model Service tion 1 Efforts Network Developing in Devel- Program ment of .
- : (U.S.p.A.) .Vbcgtiqghl (OE) (OE) Nations oping - (NASA) . Commerce). =
Rehabili-® . o Nations ' B E
- " tation -
/ g (SRS) ' ’
5. A high de- Yes,” agent: ‘No . Yes, in a - A reason- No, hopeless Usually No
~. gree of - client ra- . " pilot able cli~ client ratZos ‘
=, client con~- tio of project ent ratio .
~ tact by the .1:500 ' ' .
linking sub~ .~ .
system _
6. A "spannable" Yes Yes Yes - Yes, as No, wide so~ Yes, from No
- socilal dis- - both ial distance field work-
" . tance across D/D's of agents ers to cli-
.each interface _ ) and f-om farmers ents, but
" between com~ o adopters ’ not from
ponents in the 7 are ] "~ field work-
System - S peers . . ers to higher
] officials
7. Evolution as Yes No. SRS " No No & No Yes No
a complete already
. System ' ) existed
8. A high de- . Yes, e.g., No No No No No No
gree of con- through . ) '
. trol by the the AFBF
system over . o : ‘
its envi- -

ronment 2 //,
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who might use the outputs, and hencé some possible embarrassment
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: desirable, it is not 1ike1y4that the search for methods of .reaching

such outcomes will be very efficient. Research must be utilized to

‘reach a specific goaI-that is agreed upon by the extension system

A
I

and by its clients.

2. Society generally believes in research, and is willing,

within limits, to support it> To a substantial degree, the Justi-

fication for research (particularly government-~sponsored research)
is not to obtain scientific results, but to gain benefits from
the process of having it conducted Research serves as a potent_

political symbol (Edelman, 1964), substituting for concrete

; -action in settings where such action might have’ undesirable,con-

te,

sequences or where actions .cannét be agreed on by the political
structure. Thus utilization becomes in a sense an unintended by-

product, and often one of fairly low priority. The di T“uity of /
‘ hY

,Specifying operational problems in research terms because of the

lack of research training and interest on the part of operat?{,

~officials, and because of the intractability of the multiple-

. * , ' AN
goals probiem, reinforces this lack of interest in the consequénces

of research beyond-irs conduct. Thus there are substantialg?ynaﬁb“

2

ics working in many federal agencies. to maintain the present re-

~lationships of research and Operations, and to avoid directly

;

/ 4
facing the problem of research utilization. - ’/

< 4
An extension-service-utilization model may represent an ad- -

H
o

mission that resezarch was conducted” without much prior view as to

-,
w

may he involved. Thus the differences between why private firms

. usually (a'though not necessarily) conduct research (to answer
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~

L

questions), and why governments conduct research (to be seen. to

. engage a .problem), may explain fundamental differences in their

attention to research utilization. . ;

-

‘‘‘‘‘ ' 3. Theragricultural extensior services begin with users'

”'neeés and problems, and the system operateés tc find useful infor-

mation to meet these needs, while the SRS and OE illustrate an

PN
¢

opposite approach of conducting research largely in&adswer to

., "~ researchers' needs; and then attempting to find some use for the
. { R =

results. Naturally, the research topics usually do not‘match up

with users' needs. An effective -research utilization system

r'must beéin with users' needs.

4. The SRS, OE, OSTS, and TUP attempts at extension consisted

mainly of replicating;the state-level specialist in the gricultural

extension model, rather than also copying the county extension

agent. The SRS RUS and the OE educational extension agent actu-

ally worked mainly with professional staff as their clients for

-change, not with rehabilitatees and school children, respectively.
- . - . o "

T

.. 5. The Social and Rehabilitation Service, the U.S. Office of

Education, the U.S. Department of Commerce, 'and NASA did not grasp

(9

" the full scope of the agricultural extension model, as they per-

ceived it as only an innovation-diffusion system rather than &

complete research utilization system. In other mords these federal

agencies ignored the fact!that the extension services are ouly one

component in the land grant university/agricultural experiment

x

~

. station/extension service complex. °

6. The main difference tetween the agricultural extemsion

L4

t

model and‘the social-service and industrial programs that followed
‘ e {
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the model are not that potential adopters are nested'in organ

izational setti gs, but that the nature of the iﬂnovations <0 be

adopted implies that an individual cannot adopt without carrying

the rest of the organization along with him. This is somewhat

true in the education case, especially so in the rehabilitation
and~industrial cases and partly characteristic of family planning.__

j «The choice of the cases that we analyzed here=in was ‘based
[ . . .

’

in part cn our -interest in evalqating the-eiteﬁaions of the exten-
sion model (1) cross-culturally, outside of the U.S., and (2) from

individual to organizational units of decision-making.

o Unit of Innovation Decision-Making
National ) ) - -
Setting Individual . " 7 % Orgdnization

U.S. Agricultural . . (1) 'Social and Reha-
. Extension Model ———p= . bilitation Service
- “(2) U.S. Office of
- ‘Education-
(3) © 0STS..
(4) .NASA's TUP

Developing '(l) Agricultural
Countries: Extension
(2) Family Planning

Of these case analyses, we judge that the relative degree
.of ‘success of the agricultural extension moJel when applied to the
new situation was probably greatest for family planning, sumewhat
less for the U.S. Office of Education's educational extension
agent program, and leagt for SRS, OSTS, and NASA's TUP in the U.S.;
and for agriculturalihxt;nsion in developing nations. -Why?

7. The relative succegﬁfof'these extensions of the agricul-

tural extehsioh model is due to more extensgive modification'of the

- model to fit~its new application.




<

The agricultural(extension model depends‘on a particular
combination of elements: Type of technology, incentives, close

social- distance of ageats to clients, administrative relation-
] .

ships, etc. In any given situation, some of these elementS'are

manipulable, and some are not. The process of applying the

model effectively relies on having the non- manipulable factors

.close to the demands of the model, and of arranging the manipd~"

labie factors into that pattern. If either of these demands can- -

not be met, the model will fall short of expectations.‘ Thus the
non- manipulable elements form a limit to. the applicability of

-the agqicultural extension model, and the manipulable elemente

form a ceiling composed of the skill and will of the imp1ementers.A

-

1mplications for Future Research

The, present report represents only some first steps in inves--f{
tigating the relationships between the agricultural eXtension
model and a variéty of subsequent information diffusion activities.
The comparative systems analysis approach used in this report pro-
vides a convenient approach for the type of hypothesis generation
we have here sought. ’ ~

Many fruitful angles of app;oach to this.prob‘em of diffusion .
remain to be explored.’ For example, a detailed econometric analé
ysis might be undertaken in order to determine with greater pre-
cision just how much of the change in U.S. agricultgral produc-
tivity may properly be attributed to the efforts of the Cooperative

-

Extension Service. Recent work in the use of time series analysis

¢

in causal modelling might be useful We have in-this. report only

L

142
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been able ‘to suggest some of the factors which might go into such

an analysis, and note generaJ patterns of change among such factors.

Comparative analyses might be made of other extensions and -

"variations of the agricultural extension model: Government tech-'

nology transfer to private industrial firms in devéloping countries
/ .

(l1ike COLCIENCIAS in Colombia, SIET in Indta, technology develop—
ment institutes in Indonesia and in Korea), and in developed na~'
étions (as in CISRO in Australia), the promotion of specific bundlesv
of educational innovations 1ike modern math and. PSSC~physics in the

UJS., and other similar activities elsewhere.

7.

Certain common problems in extending the, agricultural exten-
sion model are appaient in our preaent essay, and certainly warrant,i

. more intensive exploration of their dimensions and effects.

~

Client-change agent social distance and the problema in inter:i'

BY ot

v

personal ‘communication that usually accompany ies . the growing .

-

socio economic gaps within a client audience caused by technolog-
ical diffusion, and inadequate client ratios for change agents in -
the face of limited resources for linking activities. These

recurrent problems desasrve particular research attention in an
Y -

effort to find practical solutions, unfortunaﬁely greater attention

”

than we could devot: in the present report.

-

The general research issue underlying our present work is how

research can be)utilized in ways that benefit society) We hope
'that at least some insight has emerged from our present analysia.
We hope that our outline of the criticai elements of the agricul-

‘tural extension model itself will stimulatekboth scholars and
administrators to analyze more carefully just which elements of

-
“
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their own programs do and do not relate to the agricultural
extension experience, and thus clarify how and why theSe elements
interact as they do. 'Onlv ont of a body of proven experience
“such’ as we have described hére-in will ‘we learn what aspects of

research utilizatfon feally do and do not work.

And the" next ‘time that some bright young fellow at a cocktail
party proclaims that your agency's difficulties with insufficient

research utilization can be solved by simply copying the agricul-L

tural extension serv1ce....
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